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THE collection of notes here presented owes Its origin to a request 
for suggestions from Professor Hermann Diels when he was engaged 
in revising Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker for the third edition, since 
published (1912). In response to his courteous invitation I sent, 
together with a list of errors noted in the second edition, a number of 
proposals for the emendation of texts and the interpretation of doubt- 
ful passages. Had I then had the requisite leisure it would have been 
my duty to explain and defend my suggestions; since that was im- 
possible, the notes then submitted were in effect mere marginalia, to 
notice which as fully as Professor Diels has done required uncommon 
courtesy. To be permitted to contribute even in a small measure to 
so excellent an instrument of scholarship is an honor not lightly to 
be esteemed. The renewal of certain suggestions previously made 
but not aecepted by Professor Diels is due solely to the desire to enable 
him and other scholars to judge of their merits when the case for them 
is properly presented; others, in the correctness of which I still have 
confidence, are here left unnoticed because, as referred to in the third 
edition, they are already recorded and bear on their face such creden- 
tials as are necessary for a proper estimate of their claims. But I here 
present for the first time a considerable number of proposed readings 
and interpretations, the importance of which, if approved by the 
judgment of competent scholars, must be at once apparent to the 
historian of Greek thought. If it were customary to dedicate such 
studies, I should dedicate these notes to my honored teacher and 
friend, Professor Diels, to whom I owe more for instruction and 
inspiration during a quarter of a century than I can hope to repay. 
In the following pages reference is made to chapter, page, and line 
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of his second edition (V*), because the pages of this edition are noted 
also in the margin of the third (V*). 


c. 2. Anaximander. 


V? 12, 28. Plin. N. H. 2. 31. Obliquitatem eius [se. zodiaci] 
intellexisse, hoc est rerum foris aperuisse, Anaximander Milesius 
traditur primus. 


Perhaps the full significance of the clause ‘hoc. ..aperuisse,’ what- 
ever the source of the sentiment, is hardly appreciated. The Delphin 
edition refers to Piin. N. H. 35. 36 ‘artis foris apertas ab Apollodoro 
Zeuxis intravit’; but that is not a real parallel. For such we turn 
rather to Lucret. 1, 66 sq. 


Graius homo [se. Epicurus| 
a Be ea eo magis acrem 
irritat animi virtutem, effringere ut arta 
naturae primus portarum claustra cupiret. 
ergo vivida vis animi pervicit, et extra 
processit longe flammantia moenia mundi 
atque omne lmmensum peragravit mente aninoque, 
unde refert nobis victor quid possit oriri 
quid nequeat, finita potestas denique cuique 
quanam sit ratione atque alte terminus haerens. 


The same conception recurs Lucret. 3, 14 sq. 


nam simul ac ratio tua coepit vociferari 
naturam rerum, divina mente coorta, 
diffugiunt anim terrores, moenia mundi 
discedunt, totum video per inane geri res. 


For these passages I would refer the reader to my essay, Die Be- 
kehrung im klassischen Altertum, mit besonderer Beriicksichtigung des 
Lucretius, Zeitschrift fiir Religionspsychologie, Bd. III, Heft 11, p. 
13.sq. Heinze’s parallels to Lucret. 3, 14 sq. ought to have made 
clear to him that there is here an allusion to the ecstatic ézomreia of 
the mysteries evoked, as I pointed out, by the pronouncement of the 
iepds Novos (ratio. ..divina mente coorta), coming as the climax of the 
rites of initiation, when the mystae catch a vision and seize the 
significance of the world (éromrevew 6€ Kal repivoety thy TE diaow Kal 
Ta Tpayuara), according to Clem. Alex. Strom. 5.11. Miilleron Lucil. 
30, 1 compared Lucret. 1, 66 sq., and the editors of Lucretius have 
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copied the reference, although the resemblance is altogether superficial 
and without significance. Recently Professor Reid, Lueretiana, Har- 
vard Studies in Class. Philology, Vol. 22, p. 2, has once more drawn 
attention to Sen. Dial. 8. 5. 6, Cogitatio nostra caeli munimenta per- 
rumpit nec contenta est id, quod ostenditur, scire: illud, inquit, seru- 
tor, quod ultra mundum iacet, utrumne profunda vastitas sit an et hoc 
ipsum terminis suis cludatur, etc. I doubt, however, the correctness 
of his statement that Seneca was here imitating Lucretius. It seems 
to me more probable that both authors are reproducing with some 
freedom the thought of an earlier, perhaps Stoic, writer, who may have 
been Posidonius. Be that as it may, the thought common to Lucre- 
tius, Seneca, and Pliny (and I may add, Bishop Dionysius, ap. Euseb. 
P. Kk. 14. 27. 8) is that a great revelation has come, rending as it were 
the curtain or outer confines of the world and permitting a glimpse 
into the utmost secrets of nature. Such a revelation, according to 
Pliny, ensued upon the discovery of the obliquity of the ecliptic; and 
a study of early Greek cosmology clearly demonstrates the capital 
importance attached to it. To some aspects of this question | drew 
attention in my article, The Ain in Anaximenes and Anaximander, 
Class. Philol., Vol. 1, p. 279 sq. Very much more remains to be said, 
but I shall have to reserve the matter for a future occasion. 


V? 13,2. ‘Avativavé 1X7 al tov €lpnKke TOV OVTU 
,» 2. <Avakiavdpos ... apxnv TE KAL OTOLXELOY ElpNKE THY OVTEV 
TO ATELpOV. 


lor the meaning of apx7n Diels refers in V* to the preliminary 
statement in my Ilepi Picews, Proceed. of Amer. Acad. of Arts and Se., 
Vol. 45, p. 79, n. 3. The subject has now received a fuller treatment 
in my essay On Anaximander, Class. Philol., Vol. 8 (1912), p. 212 sq. 
To the statement there given, though much might be said by way of 
enlargement and confirmation, | think it unnecessary to add anything, 
except to say that the results of my investigations dovetail admirably 
into certain other observations recently made by different scholars. 
I refer among others to the views of Otto Gilbert as to the original 
meaning of the ‘elements’ set forth in his Griech. Religions philosophie, 
1911, which reached me at the same time with the off-prints of my 
essay; and to Mr. Cornford’s conception of Motpa as developed in 
From Religion to Philosophy, 1912. Unfortunately both these authors 
accept the Peripatetic tradition regarding the meaning of Anaxi- 
mander’s apx7n; consequently their observations remain fruitless 
when they proceed to interpret the early history of Greek philosophy. 
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V? 13, 7. dddvar yap aira dixny Kai riow a&dAdANAOLs THS abdtklas KaTa 
THY TOU Xpovou Taku. 


In his note on this passage (V* 15, 28) Diels repeats his former 
explanation, “a@AAndos: dativus commodi: das Untergehende dem 
Uberlebenden und dieses wieder untergehend dem kiinftig Entsteh- 
enden. Vgl. Eur. Chrysipp. fr. 839, 15.”" This interpretation, which 
is that now currently accepted, rests obviously on the assumption 
that the preceding sentence in Simplicius, €& @v 6€ ) yeveois éort 
TOLS OVGL, Kal THY POopay eis TalTa yivedBa KaTa TO xXpEewv, preserves 
the authentic words of Anaximander and that, in consequence, it is 
individual things or objects (7a évra) that mutually exact and pay the 
penalty for injustice done to one another. On that view Diels’s elab- 
oration of the implications of a\Andos is both obvious and necessary. 
I believe, however, that in my essay On Anaximander, p. 233 sq., | 
showed conclusively (1) that it is not individual objects but the 
contraries, hot and cold, that encroach on one another and suffer 
periodic punishment inflicted by each on the other (wherefore adAnXots 
is here to be interpreted as a strict reciprocal and not as Diels pro- 
poses), and (2) that when this mutual xoAaows is said to recur xara 
THY TOU xpovov Taku, reference is had to the seasonal excess of the hot 
in summer and of the cold in winter. The strict limitations of space 
imposed upon my essay led to the exclusion of many things which | 
reluctantly omitted, and did not admit of a full statement of my views. 
I propose, therefore, here to add a few points which may serve to 
explain and confirm them. Zeller insists that for Anaximander one 
pair of contraries only, the hot and the cold, existed, at least as prima- 
rily proceeding from the &zepov; this would rule out the moist and 
the dry, which are mentioned with the first pair by Simplicius, as due 
to Aristotle. This may be true, but it is not necessarily so; for the 
Kmpedoclean and Hippocratic group of four contraries is too well 
attested, and if, as seems certain, Anaximander had in mind the sea- 
sonal changes it Is hard to conceive of him as overlooking the differ- 
ences In drought and moisture which Simplicius mentions with those 
of heat and cold. A passage strikingly illustrating and interpreting 
that of Simplicius is found in Philo, De Anim. Saerif. Idon. IT. 242 
Mang. 7 6€ eis wéAn TOU Cwov diavouy dnAot, roe ws Ev Ta TWAaYTA } OTe EF 
evos TE Kal eis &v* OEP Of eV KOpov Kal xpnopoolyyny Exadecar, ot 6 
EKTUPWOLWW Kal dltakOounow* ExTipwow meV KATA THY TOV Heov dvvacTeEiav 
TOV AAAWY ETLKpAaTHOAaVYTOS, OLAKOTGUNGLY O€ KATA THY THAV TETTA- 
pwv aToLxeiwy icovopiar, iv avridtdoacrv a&XAAHAOts. Philo 
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is of course far from thinking of Anaximander and has in mind 
Heraclitus and the Stoics only; but we know that the conception of 
Heraclitus was older than the fifth century, being traceable to Alc- 
maeon, a contemporary of Anaximander. The icovouia trav duvapyewv 
(Alemaeon, fr. 4), as the condition of health, and the émuxparea and 
rreovecia of the several constituents of the human body as the cause 
of disease, are fixed factors of practically the whole medical tradition 
of Greece. We may therefore confidently affirm that the icovoyia 
<ta@v oro.xeiwy or rather t@v évavriorntwv> jv avriduddacw addAnras, 
which Philo attributes to Heraclitus and the Stoics, applies with equal 
propriety to Anaximander, and explains his meaning. These different 
factors, correlated also with the seasonal changes, are mentioned by 
Plato, Legg. 906 ©, dayév 6° eivai ov 76 viv dvouaCouevoy auapTnua, 
rHv Weovesiav, Ev MEV TapKivois TwWuacLY VOonua KaNOUMEVOY, Ev J€ Wpats 
ET@V Kal Ev_avrots Nomwor, Ev b€ TONEGLY KAL TOALTELALS TOUTO AUTO, PHuaTL 
uerecxnuatiouevoy, aduxiav. The connection, here hardly more than 
suggested, is clearly noted by Plato, Symp. ISS A, érei xal 9 rev 
Wp@V TOU EvLaUTOU GVGTAGLS LETT EOTLY AU@OTEPWY TOUTWY, Kal ETELOaY 
pev 7pos GAANAQ TOU KocLiOU TUX] EpwTOs a VUVdN EW EXEYor, TA TE Depa 
Kal Ta Wuxpa Kal Enpa Kal Uypa, Kai apyoviav kai Kkpacw a3n cwdpova, 
nKe. Pepovra everynpiav TE Kal Vylecav avOpwrois Kal Tots aAAOLS (wots TE 
Kal @utots, kai ovdev NOikynoev* OTav d€ O pETA THS UJpews "Epws EyKpare- 
GTEpOS TEepl Tas TOU EviavTOD Wpas yevnrat, diEedOe.pev TE moNAG Kai 
noiknoev. On this passage ep. Hirzel, Themis, Dike und Verwandtes, 
p. 220 sq. The medical doctrine expounded by Eryximachus in the 
Symposium, although perhaps slightly colored with Heraclitean 
thought, is that of the Hippocratic treatises, notably of Ilepi dbaros 
avOpwrov, from which we may quote one passage, ¢ 7 (6.48 L.), Kara 
plow yap al’réw TavTa éoTL ~aNLaTAa TOU EvrauTOU. . . Exe meV OVY TavTa 
TavTa aiel TO Gua TOD avOpwrov, UTO OE THS TEpUTTApEVNS Wpys Tore 
pev TEL YiveTrar alTa EwuTav, Tore b€ EXAoow, ExagTa KaTa peEpos [= ev 
pepe| Kal Kata vow |[sc. Tov Evravrovd|.. . iaxver b€ Ev TS EvtavTa Tore 
uev O XELlwY pardtoTra, TOTE OE TO Hp, TOTE OE TO HEpos, TOTE bE TO HALVO- 
Twpov* ovTw dé Kal Ev TH avVOpwrw ToTE MEV TO Pr€Yyua toxveL, TOTE 5€ TO 
aiua, tore 6€ 7 YoAN, To@rov pev H EavOy, Ewecta 6 H weAQLVA KadEouErN. 
Not to repeat what [ have elsewhere said in regard to the doctrines 
of Heraclitus and Empedocles, [refer the reader to my essay Qualitative 
Change in Pre-Socratie Philosophy, Archiv fiir Gesch. der Philos., 
Vol. 19. pp. 360 sq. and 365. Since the aéucia and the dixn kai riots 
of Anaximander refer not to the origin and destruction of individual 
objects but to the successive encroachment of the elemental opposites 








OS6 PROCEEDINGS OF THE AMERICAN ACADEMY. 


one on another in the seasonal changes of the year, it follows that the 
words of Anaximander cannot be used to support the interpretation 
of his aepov-apxn as a metaphysical world-ground in which the sin 
of individual existence is punished by the reabsorption of the concrete 
objects of experience. For this see On Anaximander, p. 225, n. 3, and 
my review of James Adam, The Vitality of Platonism and Other Essays, 


Amer. Journ. of Philol., Vol. 33 (1912), p. 93 sq. 


V? 13, 34. [Plut.! Strom. 2, @noi 5€ 76 Ex Tod atdiov yovipov BEeppod 
TE KAL WUXPOU KATA THY YEvEoLY TOVOE TOV KOgMOU aToKpLOnVaL Kai TLVa 
éx ToUTov dAoyos odatpayv TEpidvnvar TH TEpl THY YHv aépt ws TA 
devdpw drowWv. NHaTiwos amoppayeions Kal els Tivas amoKkAeobeions 
KUKAOUsS UTOOTHVaL TOV NALOV Kai THY GEANVHV Kal TOUS aoTEpas. 


The words 76... yWvxpov have been much discussed and variously 
interpreted. Zeller, 1* 220, n. 1, pronounces the text corrupt and 
suggests @nai 6’ Ex rod didiov 76 yovimov Bepuov Te Kai Wvxpor, rejecting 
Neuhiuser’s obviously correct proposal to take the genitives @epyod 
and yYuxpot us depending on yoviov. Burnet, Karly Greek Philo- 
sophy*, p. 66, retaining the traditional text, renders, “Something 
capable of begetting hot and cold was separated off from the eternal.” 
If we were dealing with a poet we might take such liberties, but we 
may safely dismiss the interpretation as impossible for prose. Diels 
gives no definite indication of his understanding of the words, but 
claims yov.wov as possibly belonging to Anaximander, certainly to 
Theophrastus, referring in support of his contention to Porphyr. De 
Abstin. 2.5. The text of Porphyry, however, throws no light on ours, 
and there is good reason to doubt whether we may attribute the word 
to Theophrastus. In all probability we are dealing with a Stoic 
source, however related to Theophrastus; for ydviuov seems to be 
a congener to the \oyos orepyarikos of the Stoics. Cp. Mare. Aurel. 
9. 1. 4, Aeyw 6€ TO xpHobar TovTOLs Erions THY KOWNY dio ayTL TOU GuUp- 
Jaive émions Kara To €&ns TOls YivOmevoLs KAL ETLYLVOMEVOLS Opn TLL 
apxaia THs mpovoias, Kab’ Hv amo Tivos apxns Wpunoey Eexl THvdE THV 
dvaxoopno.v, cvdAAaovca Tivas Ovous THY EgopevwY Kal dvVapELs yovipmous 
agopicaca Umocracewy Te Kal perafodrav Kal diadoxav trowiTrwr. It 
seems fairly certain that 70... yov.uov Oeppod re cai Yvxpod is the 
Stoic &mows tAn Which contains édvvaye the hot and the cold of the 
cosmos. We thus find masked in Stoic phraseology the @bats adpiaros 
of Theophrastus. This yov.pov Oepyod re kai Wuxpod is, at least in 
extent, not identical with the &ecpor itself, but was “separated off” 
from it at the origin of our cosmos. It must, therefore, be that por- 











HEIDEL.— ON FRAGMENTS OF THE PRE-SOCRATICS. OS7 


. 


tion of the ae:pov-apx7n which gave rise to the present world. Tan- 
nery, Zeller, Burnet, and others regard éx rod acdiov as referring to the 
&me.pov, thinking perhaps of certain passages referring to Xenophanes, 
Melissus, and Anaxagoras; but Zeller at least perceived that this was 
not to be accepted without considerable violence to the text. I main- 
tain the correctness of my suggestion, On Anaximander, p. 229, n. 2, 
that we are to supply azo rod azeipov with amoxpiOjvac, whether it 
ever stood in the text or not, and that the phrase &k rod aidiov, which 
stands just where it belongs, means “from eternity.’’ We are familiar 
with és aidiov, “forever,” and Marc. Aurel. 2. 14; 4. 21; 10. 5 thrice 
uses €£ didiov in that sense, and numerous other instances might be 
cited. It happens that I cannot point to another instance of €éx rod 
aidiov, but the analogy of parallel expressions occurring with and 
without the article would render it not at all surprising if such should 
be found in late authors. The expression under consideration may be 
taken with confidence to mean “ The eternal substratum capable by 
dynamic evolution of producing hot and cold.” 

The remainder of this interesting passage also deserves renewed 
consideration. It speaks of a ‘sphere of flame,’ and this appears to be 
generally accepted as establishing the sphericity of Anaximander’s 
cosmos. Diels has not, to my knowledge, expressed himself in un- 
mistakable terms; but his description of the @dAoyos cdatpa as a “* Wa- 
berlohe” would be best taken as applicable to a circle. A conclusion 
so opposed to the apparent meaning of the word odatpa will surprise 
no one who is familiar with the general ambiguity of words in Greek 
meaning ‘round’ and the uncritical habit among later authors of 
attributing Eudoxian notions to earlier cosmologists and astronomers, 
provided that the remainder of the statement points to a circle rather 
than a sphere. I have no intention of discussing here the whole 
subject, which would require a connected examination of all the data 
of early Greek cosmology, but propose to confine my attention to this 
one passage. It is pertinent, however, to remark that on other 
grounds I have elsewhere found reasons for doubting the correctness 
of the Aristotelian account, which places the earth in Anaximander’s 
scheme at the center of a sphere; for if Aristotle’s authority is accepted 
as final, the interpretation here offered will be ruled out of court 
without a hearing. See my essay, The Ain in Anaximenes and 
Anaximander, Class. Philol., Vol. 1, p. 279 sq., especially p. 281. 

Let us then address ourselves to the text: Kai ria éx rovrov ddoyds 
opatpay Tepipunvar TH TEpi THY HV ae€pt ws Tw dEevdpw POLY * HoTivos 
atoppayeions Kal eis Tivas amroxNeobeions KikXovs broorHvat TOY HNLOY Kal 
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THv cernYnY Kai To’s aorepas. The orthodox view appears to be that 
a sphere of flame is somehow exploded and (rather curiously!) reduced 
to a succession of circles of flame confined within an envelope of mist; 
these circles being those which constitute sun, moon, and stars. 
We have come to expect definite analogies and clear ‘Anschauung’ 
among the early Greek philosophers; and the severe strain which the 
current view puts on the imagination would of itself cast suspicion 
on it. We might nevertheless feel compelled, however reluctantly, 
to accept it, if the details of the account itself pointed to it or were 
even consistent with it. It will probably be conceded that — the 
term ogatpa apart — it is vastly simpler to conceive of a wide annu- 
lar mass breaking up into annular parts than to imagine the same 
result ensuing from the destruction of a sphere. But as a matter of 
fact our text says nothing that may fairly be interpreted as implying 
the breaking or exploding of the sphere. The crucial words are 
Tepipunvac and aroppayeions. Perhaps the real force of neither word 
has been appreciated. Here zepipvqvac means that the “sphere”’ at 
first “snugly fitted”? or was “closely attached to” the “air”? which 
encircles the earth; whereas atoppayeions states merely that subse- 
quently it became detached, as even a superficial attention to the nor- 
mal meaning of the terms will convince the reader. The contrast 
may be illustrated by Arist. Hist. Animal. 5. 19. 552°3, ratra 6€ xpdvov 
MEV TLVA KLVELTQL TpOOTEDVKOTA, ETELT ATOPpayEVTA HEpETat KaTAa TO Vdwp, 
ai kadovpevar ackapides. Besides, aroppnyviva: is not the proper word 
to use of the tearing of such an envelope as a sphere of flame; Greek 
writers so use pnyvivat, dtappynyvivar, and repippnyviva, especially 
the last-mentioned, as might be shown by a long list of examples 
derived from Aristotle and other authors. The same general concep- 
tion is implied in the simile @s 7G dé€vdpw drowwv. We may not press 
similes beyond the immediate point of comparison, which in_ this 
instance is the snugness of the fit; but if one is to press it, it is 
obvious that the bark of a tree is annular rather than spherical. It 
will hardly serve the interest of the objector to refer to Anaximander’s 
notion of the prickly integument of the first animals, V? 17, 18, & 
vypa yevnOnvac ra Tpara (wa Pdowolts TeEpiexoueva axavOwdeor... 
Tepippnyvupevov Tov dAoov; for there, as tepippnyvupevov sufficiently 
shows, the conception is altogether different. It is quite possible, as 
later Greek thinkers prove, to conceive of the cosmos and the human 
embryo as equally inclosed in a tunv without pressing the comparison 
beyond reason. I have noted with some interest another passage in 
which the meaning of aroppnyvivac has been similarly misconceived. 


‘ 
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Arist. Hist. Animal. 5.18. 549° 31 sq. the spawning of the octopus 
and the development of its voung are described. There we read 
5o0* 3, Ta ev ovv Tov ToNUTObwY WED’ NuEpas MaNLOTA TEVTHKOVTA YivEeTat 
ék TOV ATOppayevTwY ToNUTOOLA, Kal E£€EpTEL, WoTED TA Padayy.a, ToAAA 
70 TAnO0s. Professor Thompson in his recent translation renders it 
thus: “Some fifty days later, the eggs burst and the little polupuses 
creep out”’ litalies mine]. In fact there is no reference to the bursting 
of the eggs. Aristotle’s meaning is that that which develops into the 
individual polyp becomes detached from the vine-like mass which he 
has previously described, and that the voung crawl forth (not from 
the eggs, but) from the hole or vessel in which the spawn was deposited. 

To return to the cosmology of Anaximander: the words kai eis rivas 
atox\eobeions KixXouvs refer not specifically to cdatpa but to dd. 
The Waberlohe by some means, doubtless identical with that which 
detached the envelope of flame from the envelope of “air’’ was segre- 
gated into a number of annular masses, each like the earth inclosed 
in an envelope of “air.”” This segregation is not specifically mentioned 
but must be inferred; and we can guess only at the immediate cause 
of it. Now it is fairly certain that Anaximander knew the obliquity 
of the ecliptic or, as the early Greeks seem regularly to have called it, 
the inclination or dip of the zodiac or ecliptic. Pliny, as we have 
seen, attached great significance to its discovery, and so far as we 
know all the early Greek philosophers regarded it as an actual dipping 
resulting from some cause subsequently to the origin of the cosmos. 
Such an event would amply explain the initial break between the 
respective envelopes of “air’’ and flame; what caused the subsequent 
disintegration of the circle of flame into separate rings we do not 
know and perhaps it were idle further to speculate. 


V? 17, 18. Aet. 5. 19. 4, ’Avakivavipos & bypS yernOfva 7a para 
(Ga growls TEprexdueva axavOwseor., mpoJavovons b€ THs HALKias 
amofaivey émi ro Enpdrepov Kal TEpippnyvupevov Tov @Aowov Er’ 
ONiYov wETAsL@va. 

In V! *"4 2 the word xpévov was omitted by mistake after éx’ dXLyor; 
his attention having been called to the omission by me, Diels has re- 
stored it in V*. Ordinarily a fact of this sort would hardly deserve to 
be noted; but since the false reading has found its way into Kranz’s 
Wortindex, s. v. werafiodv, and has been quoted without question by 
various writers, as e. g. by Otto Gilbert, Die meteorol. Theorien des gr. 
Altertums, p. 332, n. 1, and Kinkel, Gesch. der Philos., 1. p. 7*, it calls 
for more than a tacit correction. This is the more necessary because 
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the text has been very generally misunderstood and false conclusions 
have been drawn from it. It is perhaps unnecessary to recount in 
detail this chapter of curious errors. I have no means of knowing 
what interpretation Diels now puts on the text; but in the absence 
of any indication in his notes it seems reasonable to assume that he 
still adheres to the view briefly set forth in the index to his Dovo- 
graphi Graeci, s. Vv. weraSvodv: “ mutare vitam [cf. weradcvacray].”” This 
may be said to have been the common view of recent interpreters, until 
Burnet, Early Greek Philosophy*, p. 72 sq., correcting the version 
of his first edition, returned to the correct rendering of Brucker, 
‘“ruptoque cortice non multum temporis supervixisse,” which Teich- 
miiller with characteristic ignorance of Greek sharply condemned, 
Studien zur Gesch. der Begriffe, p. 64, n. Tannery, Pour l'histoire de 
la science helléne, pp. 87 and 117, gives in effect two renderings, each 
incorrect. The important point to note is that Axia can refer to 
nothing but the age of the individual; and that éz’ ddiyor xpovov can 
have but one meaning, to wit, “for a short time only.” The force 
of perafidvac must, therefore, be determined with reference to these 
known quantities of the problem. This once granted, the decision 
between the rival claims of vitam mutasse and superviaisse is easy and 
certain. To be sure, wera in composition far more frequently implies 
change than it denotes ‘after’; but perademvety is as well attested as 
peradcacrav. However if, as seemed plausible from Diels’s earlier 
editions, it were possible to conceive that the correct text was €é7’ 
odyov perafi@var, one might have inclined to take éz’ dXiyor in the 
sense of “to a small extent,” as in Arist. Meteor. 350 28 and Mar- 
cellinus, Vita Thucyd. 36, and to interpret perafi@var as referring to 
a change in the mode of life. Another possibility, which I have con- 
sidered, would be to take éz’ ddvyov and perafidvar in the sense just 
indicated and to read xpovw for xpovov, thus obtaining the sense “ they 
changed their mode of life to a small extent in course of time.” This 
suggestion was very tempting to one who was prepared to find an 
anticipation of Darwinism in Anaximander; but against all these 
proposals 7Ackia stands with its inexorable veto. The sort of change 
contemplated would require more than one life-time, and 7Acxia limits 
the action of wera3i@vac to the life-period of the individual. We must 
therefore content ourselves with the rendering “As they advanced 
toward maturity the first animals proceeded from the wet on to the 
drier ground and as their integument burst (and was sloughed off) 
they survived but a little while.”” Perhaps this interpretation may 
be further supported by a comparison of the view thus obtained with 
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that of the origin of animal life attributed to Archelaus, V? 324, 18, 
Tept O€ Swwv Hyoty, Ort Oepwaivoyeryns THs VAs TO TPWTOV EV TH KATW MEPEL, 
oTov TO Gepuov Kal To PuxXpov EuioyeETo, avedaivero TA TE GANG (Ga TOANG 
Kal ol aVOpwrol, ATavTa THY a’Tnv diaitay ExovTa Ex THS iAvos TpEdomEVa 
(nv d€ OALYOXpOVia)* VoTEpor dé alrots n EE GAANAWY YEVEoLS CUVEOTN. 


c.3. Anaximenes. 


V2 17, 37. ovros apxiv dépa eimey Kal TO &TeELpor. 

In his note in V® Diels says: “ Missverstiindnis oder Verderbnis 
statt kai rovrov amepov.” This suggestion is plausible, but far from 
certain. As I showed in my study of apxy7n, On Anaximander, various 
vestiges of an earlier cosmological, non-metaphysical, sense of that 
word survive in Aristotle; it can hardly be thought impossible that 
the same should be true of Theophrastus, from whom this statement 
of Diogenes ultimately derives. Indeed, as we shall see when we 
discuss Diogenes’s account of the cosmology of Leucippus (ep. p. 732, 
on V? 343, 1), there is at least one such vestige, though almost obliter- 
ated by the unintelligence of excerptors or copyists. But, leaving 
that for the present aside, we are credibly informed that Anaximenes 
regarded the outer “air” as boundless, upon which fact Diels relies 
for his proposed correction; and we know that Anaximenes held the 
doctrine of the cosmic respiration, in accordance with which the 
cosmos subsists, as it arises, by receiving its substance from the 
encircling &zepov in the form of wvedua or breath. This rvetua comes 
from and returns to the a@ze:pov, which is therefore nothing else but an 
appx) kal mnyn, or reservoir, of mvedjua. We thus have a complete 
parallel, so far as concerns the zvedua-anp, to the doctrine of the 
early Pythagoreans reported by Aristotle. Cp. my Antecedents of 
Greek Corpuscular Theories, p. 139 sq. In V® 1. 354, 16 sq. Diels has 
corrected the text of Aristotle along the lines I suggested. 1 cannot, 
however, approve of the bracketing of xypdvov, 1b. 22, as proposed by 
Diels. 


V? 18, 30 sq. Hippolytus, Ref. 1.7. 

The corrupt state of the text of Hippolytus’s Philosophumena, 
especially in the first book, is well known. With the aid of Cedrenus 
Diels has been able to set many passages right; vet much remains 
to be done. In 1. 7, the chapter devoted to Anaximenes, several 
additions or interpolations which ought to be removed or bracketed 
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still encumber the text, though we cannot determine to whom they 
are due. Diels formerly bracketed zuxvoérarov (V* 18, 39), but now 
contents himself with characterizing it as an inaccuracy of the late 
compiler. There are, however, two larger additions which are false 
and misleading. V? 18, 31, aépa arepov edn tHv apxnv eiva, EF od 
TQ YLVOMEVA KAL TA YEYOVOTA Kal Ta EgOmEVA Kal Oeovs kai 
Beta yiveoOat, Ta 6€ AorTA Ek Tav Tovrov [so Diels, following C: 
rovTwy T| aroyovwy. It is obvious that in the statement of Theoph- 
rastus the amoyovo. were those of the first generation, and not the 
absurd list we here have presented to us. The primary forms of 
existence are afterwards mentioned, V? 18, 35-40: the report of 
Theophrastus is even better preserved by Cic. Acad. 2. 37. 118 (V? 19, 
16), ‘“ Anaximenes infinitum aéra, sed ea, quae ex eo orerentur, defi- 
nita: gignt autem terram, aquam, ignem, tum ex iis omnia. The 
variant readings above noted are probably due to the intrusion of the 
impertinent clause, which clearly does not derive from Theophrastus. 
Whether Hippolytus or some other made the addition I find it diffi- 
cult to decide. A second instance of the same kind occurs V? 18, 35, 
kiwetcobar d€ aei* ov yap perafzadrAev doa peratadrE, ef pe KLVOTTO. 
This sentence is awkward and intervenes between two parts of the 
exposition of the changes to which “air” is subject. What we expect 
from Theophrastus is something about the kivnocs aidvos, and doubt- 
less he did refer to it here. The clause xiveto@ac 6€ dei in all probabil- 
itv is sound and derives from him; but the sentence od yap 
x.votro introduces a foreign element. Perhaps Hippolytus found it 
in his immediate source. 

I add here a note on V? 19, 2, where the MSS read aveyous 6€ yevva- 
cba, drav exTeTUKYWUEVOS 6 anp apawheis déepnra, and Diels prints 
Oray 7 TETUKYWUEVOS O aNp Kal wobeis depnra. This reading seems to 
me to depart farther than necessary from the MS. text. I would 
propose érav 4 7. 6 anp 7 apawwheis depnra. Though a greater degree 
of rarefaction or condensation would, according to Anaximenes, re- 
sult in fire or cloud respectively, it does not appear why he might 
not have held that a more moderate change in either direction gave 
rise to wind. 

c.11. Xenophanes. 


V? 34,16. Diog. L. 9.19, (gnai) ra véedn cvvicracba ris ad’ HrLov 
aTuloos avadEpouerns Kal alpovons alta €is TO TEPLEXOV. 


Diels still regards this doxography preserved by Diogenes as de- 
rived from Theophrastus through the biographical line of tradition. 
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The whole account is, as Diels, Doxographi Graeci, p. 168, pointed out, 
remarkable for its curious statements. I confess that, if it be really 
derived from Theophrastus, it seems to me to have suffered changes 
similar in character to those of the doxography of Hippolytus (V? 41, 
25 sq.), which owes much of its data to the Pseudo-Aristotelian 
treatise De Melisso, Xenophane, Gorgia. But first let us speak of 
the passage transcribed above. What Xenophanes taught concerning 
the origin of clouds is clearly stated by Aet. 3. 4. 4 (V° 43, 20), 
aveNkouevou yap €K THS OaXaTTns TOU UypoU TO yAUKU dLa THY NET TOMEPELAV 
dLakpivOmevov vedn TE GUYLOTAVELY OuLxAOUMEVOY Kai KaTacTafeLY SuBpous 
iro miAnoews Kal dratpifev Ta mvebpara. Cp. also fr. 30. It is clear 
that Theophrastus simply stated the theory of the meteoric process, ac- 
cording to which clouds originate from vapors rising under the action 
of solar heat and lifting skyward. In the text of Diogenes we readily 
note two inaccuracies. We should doubtless read id’ for ad’, since 
vapors rising from the sun are sheer nonsense. The other difficulty 
is at first more puzzling; for a vapor lifting clouds skyward is non- 
sense likewise. The vapor condensed to mist or fog (éucyAovuevor) is 
cloud. I therefore suggested to Professor Diels that we bracket aira 
and take aipovens in Its intransitive sense: he records, but does not 
accept, the proposal in his third edition. I[t is at once clear that this 
would remove all difficulties from the passage. Probably Professor 
Diels was doubtful about the intransitive use of aipw, which the lexica 
almost entirely ignore. Of that usage I gave examples in a Note on 
Menander, Epitrepontes 103 sq., published in Berl. Philol. Wochenschr., 
1909, No. 16, col. 509 sq. I there cited Plato, Phaedr. 248 A, Arist. 
Respir. 475° 8 and 479° 26, Sophocl. Philoct. 1330. To these in- 
stances I would now add Sophocl. O. R. 914 and the Schol. to 
Sophocl. ad loc. and p. 239, 4; Proclus in Tim. I. 78, 2 Diehl. 
Other examples, concerning which there may be some doubt, I now 
omit, but may recur to the subject another time. There can be no 
question, therefore, that aipey was used intransitively, and in our 
passage the change appears to be demanded by the sense. Probably 
some one not familiar with the usage added atra in order to supply 
an object, but in so doing he gave us nonsense. 

In this same paragraph occur the words (V* 34, 18) 6Xov 6€ dpav Kai 
OAov axovervy, w wéevTor. avamvetv. I discussed this passage briefly 
in Antecedents of Greek Corpuscular Theories, p. 137 sq., pointing out 
its agreement with Plato, Tim. 32 C-33 C. I ought in justice to say 
that the parallel had been previously noted by Tannery, Pour l'histoire 
dela science helléne, p. 121, though the fact had slippedfrom my memory. 








694 PROCEEDINGS OF THE AMERICAN ACADEMY. 


Since my previous discussion I have come to doubt whether the words 
of the Timaeus may be used to support the statement of Diogenes. 
About the agreement itself there can be no question. Plato does not, 
however, mention Xenophanes, and there is no indication in his text 
that what he says js to be taken as a correct statement of his doctrine. 
If we were quite sure that the report of Diogenes came materially 
unchanged from Theophrastus, the parallel would unquestionably 
prove that Nenophanes expressly denied the doctrine of the cosmic 
respiration. Tannery would then be justified in holding, as he did, 
that the brief notice of Diogenes was a precious document showing 
beyond question that Kenophanes was engaged in a sharp polemic 
against the Pythagoreans, whose doctrine, amply attested by Aristotle, 
he emphatically denied. ‘Tannery’s position would be untenable 
except on the assumption that Pythagoras himself proposed the 
theory of cosmic respiration: the testimony of Aristotle, however, 
who refers (as always) not to Pythagoras but to the Pythagoreans, 
is scarcely adequate to establish it. On the other hand, as has already 
been said, the accuracy and integrity of the account of Diogenes is 
subject to grave suspicion. The statement with which it opens, that 
Xenophanes held the doctrines of the four physical elements (c7vovxe7a) 
and of innumerable worlds, cannot be reconciled with other data 
unquestionably derived from Theophrastus. Again, the sentence 
\V? 34, 19, zparos re atednvaro Ort Tav To ywopuevoy dOapror éo7t, In 
which Otto Gilbert, Die meteorol. Theorien des gr. Altertums, p. 98, 
n. 1, sees “nur ein ungenauer Ausdruck fiir die Riickbildung der 
Elemente in den Urstoff”’ (!), appears to be nothing but an echo of 
the anecdote related by Arist. Rhet. 2.23 1399” 6 (V235, 21), oiov 
=evomarns edevev OTe ** Ouoiws acesovow oi yevéecbar PackovTes Tovs Deors 
Tois atobaveiy Aeyouow,” and of De Melisso, Xenophane, Gorgia, 977" 
14 sq., which latter passage in turn incorporates arguments derived 
from Plato. This fact should give us pause, and suggests that 
Diogenes’s account of the philosophy of Xenophanes is derived from 
a source which, like that of Hippolytus (V* 41, 25 sq.) and Simplicius 
(V2 40, 21 sq.), sought to eke out the scanty Theophrastean summary 
with information coming from the spurious De Melisso, Xenophane, 
Gorgia, and ultimately from the Timaeus and Parmenides of Plato. 
I am therefore inclined to believe that the statement of Diogenes, 
un pevro. avatvety, rests solely on the Timaeus, which the compiler 
regarded as a trustworthy source for the philosophy of Nenophanes. 

I may add a brief note on the word zpé&ros in the sentence just 
quoted (V? 34, 19). Diels long ago observed that the claim of 
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Xenophanes to be the originator of this doctrine is absurd and opposed 
to statements of Aristotle and Theophrastus. How came the claim 
to be made? During the sixth and fifth centuries B. C., as we well 
know, much interest attached to the inventors of contrivances and 
the first propounders of ideas, as was entirely natural in the fine burst 
of individualism characteristic of the epoch. We commonly think of 
the passionate quest for eXspnuara during the Alexandrian Age, but 
Herodotus (1.25; 1.171; 2.4; 2.24; 2.109; 3.131; 4.42; 4.44) and 
the earlier logographers display the same interest. The exaggerations 
to which claims of this nature led have been well illustrated by Pro- 
fessor J. S. Reid, Lueretiana, Harvard Studies in Class. Philol., 
Vol. 22 (1911), p. 1 sq. in his note on Lucret. 1, 66 sq. Certain 
peculiarities of phrase used in such connections deserve attention. 
Thus Herod. 1.25 says, ['Aat’xouv tot Xiov, 6s wotvos 67 TavTwr avOpw- 
Twv oidnpov KOAAnow E&edpe, USING podvos, Where we might have ex- 
pected mparos, to denote the sole original authorship of Glaucus. 
When data were collected for the later compilations such turns may 
have given rise to errors. In some such way we may perhaps account 
for the embarrassment of Simplicius (V? 18, 19) in regard to Anaxi- 
menes: €ml yap rovrov wovov Oeodpactros ... THY pavwow eElpynKe Kai 
Tikvwow, OnrAov b€ ws Kai OL GANOL TH MavOTHTL Kal TWuKVOTHTL EXPwVTO. 
Here Diels formerly accepted Usener’s suggestion of ztpwrou for povou, 
but has latterly with good reason returned to the MS. reading, which 
the context requires. 


V? 36. De Melisso, Xenophane, Gorgia 977? 18, ratra yap a&ravra 
TOls ye tools Kal OMOLWS UTapXeEW TpOs AAAnAa. 

Here Diels follows the reading of L, except that he rightly changes 
radra to ra’ra: R, which is second only to L, gives tigots 7 dpoiors. 
Probably neither reading is correct. Arist. De Gen. et Corr. 1. 7. 
323" 5 has ravra yap duoiws brapxew rata Trois duoios. Both pas- 
sages, however, rest upon Plato, Parm. 139 E-140 D, where the 
implications of the éuocov and avouoovr are first considered, then those 
of the icov and avoov. In view of this fact I think we should read 
TOLs ye loos Kal <Omolois> OMoiws. 


c.12. Heraclitus. 


V? 61, 35.) Fr. 1, dxolwy éyw Sunyeduar Starpewy Exacrov Kara vow 
Kal Ppacwv OKws EXEL. 


These words have been variously interpreted. So far as I am aware 











696 PROCEEDINGS OF THE AMERICAN ACADEMY. 


everybody has regarded diots as meaning “nature” in some one of 
its numerous acceptations and éxaorov as being the immediate object 
of dcacpéwy. With respect to neither word, I believe, is the current 
opinion correct. The phrase éxacrov kara dio, which has been misin- 
terpreted in various connections, means “each after its kind.” We 
shall have to discuss a similar phrase in Empedocles, fr. 110, 5. The 
object of dracpéwv, as of dunyeduat, is contained in éxoiwv, which éxaorov 
distributes: “ Making trial of such arguments and facts as I recount, 
distinguishing them each after its own kind and declaring the nat- 
ure of each.” I have rendered 6xws éxee ambiguously with “nature,” 
for the phrase occurs frequently in Hippocrates where the givocs of 
things is to be explained, when nothing but the context, and often 
not even that, makes it possible to decide whether gvots has regard 
primarily to the process of growth or to the constitution of the thing 
in which the process eventuates. In this fragment the precise impli- 
cation of dxws éxec cannot be determined; below (V* 91, 23) in Epi- 
charmus, fr. 4, 6, we shall find an instance of @s éxec in which the 
process is obviously intended. I referred briefly to this question in 
my Ilepi Picews, p. 126, n. 180 and p. 127, n. 185, and illustrated the 
scientific ideal of dividing and simplifving complex problems by 
distinguishing between classes and individuals, ibid. pp. 123-125. 
Perhaps the most noteworthy text is the following, Hippocr. Tepi 
duaitns Of€wv, 1 (2. 226 L.), arap otdé repi dtairys of apxaton Evveypawav 
ofdev aktov NOYou, KaiTOL MEYA TOUVTO TapnKav. Tas wEVTOL TOAUTPOT IAs 
Tas £Y EKAOTN THY vovowY Kal THY TOAVGXLOLnY ALTEWY OVK NYVOEOV EvLOL * 
Tous 6€ apiOuols ExaoTou TAY vovanuaTwv cada dpatery EEdoVTEs, OVK OPAGs 
éevypavav: pn yap ovK evapiOunrov €in, ef TOUTEW TLs ONMavELTAL THY TOV 
KAMVOVTWY VOUTOV, TH ETEPOV ETEPOU OLAdEPELY TL, KAL, NY UN TWUTO VovoNnLA 
boKken €lval, UN TWUTO OVVOMA ExELY. 


V2 65, 10. Fr. 18, éav py EAXTyTaAL, aveATCTOV OiK ELEVPHOEL, avetepeEd- 
VNTOV €OV Kal aTrOpOY. 


Here, as in fr. 27, Diels and Nestle translate €\zouac with “hope.” 
Burnet here renders the word with “expect,” there with “look for,” 
in either case correctly. JI am not sure, however, that he understands 
our fragment as I do. It is well known that édAzis may signify any 
degree of expectation ranging from vague surmise to lively hope or 
fear. In 1eading this fragment I am constantly reminded of a story 
which Tyndall tells of Faraday, who required to be told precisely 
what to look for before observing an experiment which was in prep- 
aration. All scientific observation, whether assisted or not assisted by 
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carefully controlled experimentation, presupposes an éAzis — surmise 
or clearly formulated anticipation — of that which observation will 
show. ‘To form such a conception is to exercise the scientific imagina- 
tion, and the findings anticipated assume the shape of a theory or an 
hypothesis. Early Greek philosophy was so prolific of nothing else 
as of hypotheses, and the philosophy of Heraclitus in particular is 
nothing but a bold hypothesis, whatever concrete observations may 
have led him to propound it. Now, that is precisely what I conceive 
our fragment to mean: “ Eacept a man venture a surmise, he will not 
discover that which he has not surmised; for tt is undiscoverable and 
baffling.” Fr. 123, dvows xpimrecBar didet, ‘the processes of nature 
are not to be read by him who runs, for the true inwardness of things 
does not appear on the surface’, is probably to be understood in the 
same sense; for apyovin adaryns davepns Kpeitrwv (tr. 54). So, too, fr. Sb, 
amiotin duadvyyaver wy yeyvwoxecOa, probably refers not to faith in a 
dogma or a revelation but to the scientific faith which is the evidence 
of things not seen. 


V’ 64,1. Fr. 10, cuvayires Oda Kai ox SAA, cUUdEpoUEVOY bLadeEpo- 
uevov, ovvadov diadov, Kal €k TavTwy ev Kal €& EvoOs TAaVT 


I do not recall seeing anywhere a reference to the evident reminis- 
cence of this fragment in Seneca, De Otio, 5. 6, utrum contraria inter 
se elementa sint, an non pugnent, sed per diversa conspirent. 


V? 66, 13. Fr. 28, doxeovtwy yap 6 dokiuwraros yiwwoKe dvAaCCELD’ 
Kal pevro. kai dikn KkatadnYerac Yevd@y TeKTOVaS Kal mapTupas, 6 
"Edeouos your. 


The text of this fragment is regarded by all critics as desperate, 
and desperate measures have been taken to restore it. I have no 
desire to canvass them, but shall offer an interpretation which, with a 
minimal alteration, appears to render it intelligible and quite as 
defensible as the texts obtained by introducing more radical changes. 
First of all, it seems clear that yap is due to Clement, who quotes 
the sentence, and must be set aside as not belonging to Heraclitus. 
This is the view of Bywater, who omits the word. If that be true, 
what is there to hinder our taking doxeovrwy as an imperative? = It 
wants a subject, but that was doubtless supplied by the context from 
which the sentence was obviously wrested. A plausible conjecture is 
made possible by the reference in the last clause to the inventors and 
supporters of lies, who are clearly contrasted with those who receive 
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the philosopher’s scornful permission to hold an opinion. If doxedvrwy 
has that meaning, it Is transitive as in Herod. 9. 65, doxéw 6€, et ru 
Tepi Tov Oeiwy tpnyuatwv doxéew det. Whether we shall read 6 for 6 
or assume that 6 was omitted by haplography before 6 dox.uwraros 
is difficult to decide; for, as Diels has remarked, Heraclitus is spar- 
ing in the use of the article. I incline to insert <6>, or possibly <a>, 
the only change I consider necessary in the text. Critics appear to 
consider yuwoKxer dvAdooev impossible or unintelligible. It is well 
known, however, that oiéa and ériorauac are used with the infinitive 
in the sense of “knowing how” to do anything, and in some cases the 
nuance given by these verbs is so slight as to be best disregarded 
in translating the thought into English. It is difficult to see why 
y.wwokw should not be used in the same construction as oiéa and 
ériorayua. In fact we have two passages which are calculated to 
support the assumption that it was so used. Sophocl. Ant. 1087, 


iva 
Tov Oupov oUTOS Es VEwWTEPOUS a7 
Kal Yva TpEepey THY yYAGooaY novxwrTepar. 
Eurip. Bacch, 1341, 
el O€ GWHpOVELY 
" otk nOeXETE, TOV Avos yovov 
T’ Gv oUMMaAXOV KEKTNMEVOL. 


eyvyvwb’, or 
EVOALUOVEL 

Goodwin, Greel: Moods and Tenses, 915, 3 (ec), mentions the first 
passage only and takes yryrwoxw (éyvwv) in the sense of “learning.” 
The ingressive aorist naturally bears this sense; but it does not ex- 
clude the same construction with the present, as may be seen by 
comparison with érigraya, which shows the same meaning in the 
ingressive aorist, Herod. 3. 15, e 6€ kai naia7nOn un ToAUTPAaypoOvEELY. 
This line of argument would perhaps not suffice to justify a conjec- 
tural introduction of yuwwoxe into the text, but it is an adequate 
defense of a MS. reading. We have then to consider the meaning of 
guvAadooev. Here we are thrown upon the fragment itself as our only 
resource, since the verb has a great variety of meanings. ‘There seems 
to be a slight clue in the last clause. Diels appears to be right in 
assuming that Homer, Hesiod, and the like, are the Yevdav réxroves 
kai waprupes. If this conjecture be true, it is not difficult to see that 
Yevd@v rexrovas characterizes them as inventors of lies, and that 
Yevd@v waptupas can hardly mean those who commit perjury, but 
must rather refer to the witness they bear to falsehoods by recording 
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them in their verse. In other words, the woe pronounced upon the 
poets is for originating and perpetuating false views, whether they 
relate to the gods, to the desirability of banishing discord, or what not. 
But gvAacoev does bear this precise sense of “ perpetuating,” and we 
may be justified in accepting it as referring to the tapadoacs of poetical 
tradition. I think it probable that 6 doxiuwwraros refers to Homer as 
the coryphaeus of the group of false teachers of the multitude whom 
Heraclitus is denouncing, and that the epithet signifies nothing more 
than that he is held in the highest esteem, although fr. 57 would per- 
haps rather suggest Hesiod. The subject of doxedvrwy, then, is the 
uncritical multitude, who live according to the tradition of the fathers 
(fr. 74) and may be pardoned for what they do in ignorance, though 
woe shall be unto those through whom offence cometh. Accordingly 
I should translate the fragment rather freely somewhat after this 
manner: “ Ay, let them think as he who is most highly esteemed among 
them contrives to report; but verily, judgment shall overtake those who 
invent and attest falsehoods.” It is hardly necessary to add that 
Heraclitus was not threatening Homer with hell-fire, as Clement 
would have us suppose. 


V? 68, 11. Fr. 41, & 76 coddr, érictacba yvwunr, dren ExuZEpvnce 
TAVTA OLA TAVTWY. 


Here I accept the text, but not the interpretation of Diels, who 
renders the fragment thus: “In Einem besteht die Weisheit, die 
Vernunft zu erkennen, als welche alles und jedes zu lenken weiss.”’ 
Nestle translates yrwunv with “Geist’’; and Burnet, with “thought.” 
In order to arrive at the thought of Heraclitus, it is needful first of all 
to note how in a number of his fragments, which are concerned with 
his conception of true wisdom, he surcharges with meaning the terms 
for knowledge in contradistinction to sense-perception or opinion. 
Fr. 17, ob yap dpoveéover ro.adra Todo, Koco [so Diels, V*] éyxupedour, 
ovdé wabovres yivwoKovow, éwuTotor 6€ doxéovar, “ The majority of man- 
kind [this, I think must be the meaning of zodXoi, whether or not with 
Bergk we add oi], so far as they meet such problems, do not compre- 
hend them even when instructed, though they think they do.” Fr. 34, 
“They that lack understanding (aétveror) hear, but are like unto them 
that are deaf.” Fr. 35, “ Men who are lovers of wisdom must have 
acquired true knowledge of full many matters” (€ wada moddOv 
ioropas etvac). But Heraclitus is well aware that much instruction 
(cp. wadorres, fr. 17) does not impart understanding (fr. 40, toAvuabin 
voov éxewv ov didacxe.’ ‘Hoiodov yap av édidake cai IlvOayopny airis re 
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Fevopavea te kai ‘Exaraiov), else would the champions of the new, 
self-stvled ioropin and Hesiod, their coryphaeus, have got under- 
standing. The same pregnancy of meaning as in fr. 17 attaches to 
ywwoxe in fr. 108, to be discussed more at length below, and in fr. 57, 
where Heraclitus says that Hesiod, whom men regard as most knowing, 
did not really comprehend (ovx éyivwoxev) day and night; for, contrary 
to his opinion, they are one. It is thus clearly shown that by under- 
standing Heraclitus means a cognitive faculty or act which penetrates 
beyond superficial differences and distinctions, present to sense and 
uncritical fancy, to an inner core of truth, and is characterized by 
the apprehension of a fundamental unity. Again, the same point of 
view finds expression in fr. 56, were he likens mankind, readily duped 
when it comes to a true understanding of the surface show of things 
(eEnrarnvrat of avOpwrot Tpds THY Yv@ow TaV davepov), to Homer, who 
could not read a foolish riddle propounded to him by gamins. Above, 
in discussing fr. 18, | have already touched on fr. 86,am7oTin dcadvyyaver 
un yvyvwokeoOa, maintaining that Heraclitus meant to imply that the 
true meaning of things is missed for want of a confident act of imagi- 
native anticipation, whereby that which does not obtrude itself on our 
senses is brought home to the understanding. It is perhaps not too 
fanciful to detect the same distinction between sense and under- 
standing, where understanding involves the synthesis of apperception, 
in fr. 97, xives yap xaraZaifovow Sv av wh yuvwoxwor. Heraclitus 
would thus be merely repeating the distinction of Alemaeon, fr. 1° 
(V2 103, 25), G@Opwrov yap donot Tav adArwy (se. Cwwv) dradepery Gre 
povov Evvinot, Ta 6° GAXa aicBaverar perv, ot Evvinar de. 

Returning now to fr. 41 after a considerable détour, we naturally 
pause again before the phrase ériorac#ac yvwpunv, which is the real 
crux. Scholars appear to be fairly unanimous in holding that, whether 
it means “ Vernunft,” “Geist,” or “thought,” yvwunr is an accusative 
of the external object, being, in fact, the divine entity which rules 
the world. Heraclitus 6 xuxnrns does not much encourage fine dis- 
tinctions, but to me this interpretation seems to yield a Stoic rather 
than a Heraclitean thought. In obvious reminiscence of our frag- 
ment and of fr. 32, é€v 76 coddv podvoy dEeyecOar otk EBENEL Kai EHENEL 
Znvos dvoua, Cleanthes, H. in Iov. 30 could say, 


dds 6€ kupnaoat 
yrauns, 7 wiouvos ov dikns méTa TavTa KULEpras. 


But Cleanthes was clearly writing from a different, and a later, 
point of view, for which the oi« €@é€Xex of Heraclitus had no real 
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significance. Following him and having regard to Antipho Soph. fr. 1 
(V2 591, 18, yroun yewoKne, and V? 592, 4, yroun vooa) one might 
incline to propose to emend yrwuny and read yrapun érioracba in Hera- 
clitus. I should regard that, however, as an error; for I hold that 
yvwunv is an accusative of the inner object. In other words, éziora- 
obat yvwunv is a periphrasis for yewwoxev. In the time of Heraclitus 
ériotacda had not yet acquired the technical sense which it later 
bore in philosophical prose: in fr. 57, rovrov érioravrat wrEtaTA EldEvat, 
it means to “faney”’; in fr. 19, axotoat otk érrorapmevor ot6’ Eimrety, to 
“be skillful.” The latter sense is common from Homer onward, the 
former in Herodotus. It is not surprising, therefore, that Heraclitus 
should wish to reinforce it with a cognate substantive. A similar turn 
recurs in Ion of Chios, fr. 4 (V? 222, 28 sq.), 


@s O MEV NVOPEN TE KEKATMEVOS NOE Kal aldot 
Kal dbiwevos Puxn TEepTvoY ExeEL ioTor, 

eirep IlvOayopns Eriuws 6 codos TEpl TAVTWY 
avOpwrwv yvwmpmas noee xakeuaber. 


Here Diels, whose emendation, jéee for efde I heartily approve, 
renders yvauas noee kazeuabey with “ Einsichten erworben und erforscht 
hat.”’ I believe we have a sort of hysteron proteron, and that Ion 
(for, herein differing from Diels, I believe the verses are his) meant 
“if Pythagoras was well informed and really knew whereof he spoke.” 
This interpretation of Ion’s phrase is proved correct beyond a doubt 
by Theognis, 59, 


adAnXous 6° aTaT@ow er’ addAnAXovot YeA@vTes, 
oUTE KAKOV Yvwpuas eldoTEs OUT’ ayabar. 


The couplet was reproduced with slight modifications by an unintel- 
ligent imitator, Theognis 1113, 


adAnXdous 6° atraTa@vrTes Er’ AAANXAOLTL YEeADou, 
ovT’ ayabav uvnuny eidoTes odTE KAKaY. 


Here we must without doubt adopt Hecker’s emendation yvwuny for 
uvnunv. The imitator did not perceive the true significance of the 
original, which sought to hold up to scorn the blissful Edenic ignor- 
ance of good and evil characteristic of the new-made lords of Megara, 
who but recently, clad in goat-skins, lived like pasturing deer in the 
wilds without the city walls, but now in the city light-heartedly hood- 
wink one another. Clearly yvapas eid€va: is a mere periphrasis for 
eidevac. Asimilar reinforcement of eid€vac occurs in the LAX. account 
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of Eden, Gen. 2. 9, 76 EbXNov Tod eid€vac Yuworov KadXod Kai Tovnpod, 
where, but for the confirmation of the MS. text by Philo Jud. 1. 55, 
27, one might be inclined to suspect that yuwordv was a corruption of 
yvaow or yvaunv. If Ion’s phrase reminds us of such Homeric locu- 
tions as vonuara nén (8 121) and punéea ofde (X 363), we find something 
closely analogous to that of Heraclitus in Plato, Apol. 20 E, ob yap 67 
eywye alrny (sc. rHv codiay) éxioraua. In this last phrase, however, 
the comparison with 20 D, xwédvveibw rairnv eivat codds, may suggest 
that Plato had in mind the old force of ériorac@a, “be skillful.” 
However, Theognis 564, codinv racav émorayuevov, has the same 
construction. Cp. ibid. 1157. If, then, we so interpret éricracbat 
yvwunv, we cannot take the relative 67€n so closely with yywunv as the 
ordinary view requires. I should rather say that 67én was roughly 
equivalent to 4 ye, guippe quae, as dors in fr. 57 means ut pote qui, 
and render the fragment somewhat as follows: “One thing only is 
wisdom: to get Understanding: she it is that pervades all things and 
governs all,” 


V? 69, 2. Fr. 48, 73 obv rotw dvoua Bios, Epyov 5é Oavaros. 


Diels, Die Anfiinge der Philologie bei den Griechen, Neue Jahrbiicher, 
xxv (1910), I. Abteilung, p. 3, says, “Der Gleichklang der Worte 
816s (Pfeil) und Bios (Leben) war ihm ein dusseres Zeichen fiir seine 
Lehre, dass die Gegensiitze Leben and Tod im Grunde eins seien.” 
Zeller I, 640, n. 2, expresses himself in much the same way. I have 
no desire to controvert this interpretation, so far as it goes; but it 
seems to me that the words of Heraclitus imply much more. In V® 
Diels properly refers to Hippocrates, Iepi rpodjs, 2 (V* 86, 1 sq.), rp0d7 
ov TPO, HY uN dLvnTat, ov TPOdH TpOgN, Hv oldv TE 7 TPEMELY* OVVOMA TPOdN, 
Epyov 6€ ovxi* Epyov Tpog7, ov'voua dé obxi. With this passage of un- 
doubtedly Heraclitean origin we should take fr. 37, sues caeno, cohor- 
tales aves pulvere vel cinere lavari; for the thought apparently is 
that mud and dust are not ovduare water, but are épyw identical 
withit. Fr. 13, de? yap rov xapievra unre puTav wnre abxpetv unre BopBopw 
xaipew Kal’ ‘“Hpaxderrov, where BopBopw xaipey alone seems to belong 
to Heraclitus, may conceivably have reference to the same problem, 
the philosopher meaning to imply that we should call things and men 
by names conformable to their épyov: by their fruits ve shall know 
them! Plotinus Enn. 1. 6. 6, éo7t yap 67, @s 6 madatds NOYos, Kal 7H 
cwhpocivn Kai } avdpeia Kal Taca aperyn Kabapots Kal N Ppovynots al’rn* 60 
kai ai Tederal 6pO@s aivirrovrar Tov pH KekaOappyeEvor Kai eis [an év?] adov 
keicecOar ev BopBopw, b7t TO un KaDapov BopBopw bia Kaxnv didov* ota 67 








HEIDEL.— ON FRAGMENTS OF THE PRE-SOCRATICS. 703 


Kai ves, ov KaBapail 76 cua, Xaipover Ta ToLto’Tw, Obviously glancing at fr. 
13, suggests the possibility that Heraclitus used the words in connec- 
tion with a discussion of the mysteries, with the intent of which he 
seems to have been satisfied, while he denounced their forms. Thus, 
fr. 5, xaBaipovrar 6° A@AAws aiware pLracvOueEvor olov el Tis HOV EUBas 
mnr\@ aoviforo, we find a context in which he may have distin- 
guished between the form and the substance, the évoua and the 
épyov. Bethatasit may, there is abundant evidence that Heraclitus 
had grasped the fruitful principle that the true nature of a thing is 
to be understood in relation to its function or épyov. We are familiar 
enough with his interest in etymologies, whieh reveals the desire to 
detect the true meaning of objects in the derivation of their names; 
but the study of homonyms, which our fragment reveals, almost 
necessarily involved a corresponding attention to synonyms, in which 
words of very different origin and etymology are shown to have a 
common meaning. The test of identity or difference of meaning 
Heraclitus found in the épyov of the thing. Plato, in a passage clearly 
under the influence of Heraclitus, Crat. 394 A sq., develops this two- 
fold principle, which underlies the study of homonyms and synonyms, 
referring to the law of uniformity in nature, in accordance with which 
like begets like, and concludes therefrom that, as the physician recog- 
nizes drugs by their physiological action (dtvauis = épyov), not allowing 
himself to be deceived by their several disguises, so the philosopher 
must apply the same name to parent and offspring, or at any rate he 
must learn to detect the identity of concepts by whatever names they 
may go. Plato is obviously developing ideas derived from Heraclitus, 
partly such as are expressed in the fragments above cited, partly 
those of fr. 67, which we shall presently discuss more at length. In 
Tim. 50 A-51 B Plato combines in a highly suggestive way Heracli- 
tean and Eleatic concepts, very much as he develops the law of 
uniformity, mentioned in the Cratylus, into the principle of interac- 
tion (zovety kai racxew) in Gorg. 476 B sq. In the living tissue of so 
vital a tradition as Greek philosophy presents we expect to find con- 
tinuous developments of this kind. What is more difficult is the task 
of discriminating the stages marked by the individuals who contributed 
to the total result. In regard to the particular question with which 
we are now concerned, it is clear that Heraclitus and the Heracliteans 
laid the foundations for the Socratic procedure of definition by noting 
the essential importance of the épyov in determining the meaning of 
a concept. It was Socrates, however, who elaborated the method of 
definition on the basis of dialectic, thus in turn laying the foundations 
of the science of logic. 
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V? 69, 10. Fr. 50, ‘HpaxdXe:ros pév otv <év> dnow eivat 76 Tap 
diaiperov ad.aiperov, yevnrov ayevnrov, Ovnrov abavarov, oyov ai@va, 
Tmarépa viov, Gedv dixarov’ ovx Euov, AAA TOU OYoU akovoarTas Opo- 
hoyety copor éoriy €v Tavra eivac 6 ‘HpaxXeros prot. 


It is agreed that the authentic words of Heraclitus begin with ov« 
éuov: What precedes we owe to Hippolytus, who obviously modeled 
his introductory statement on fr. 67. The comparison of the two 
passages shows that Bergk’s <év>, which Diels adopts, is unneces- 
sary. The predicates of 76 wav are, as one sees at a glance, arranged 
in contrasted pairs. In the fourth pair, \dyos is of course the intelli- 
gible principle, virtually the xoayos vonrds, opposed to aiay which is 
the xdcuos aicfyros. The next pair, rarépa vidv, is of course of Chris- 
tian origin. Apparently the last, Oeov dixavov, has puzzled Professor 
Diels; for he now (V*) proposes to insert [@écxov] after dixaoy. [| 
long ago saw that this pair was suggested to Hippolytus or his source 
by Plato, Crat. 412 C-413 D, but had taken for granted that this 
was a matter of common knowledge and not worthy of special notice, 
I observe that Otto Gilbert, Griech. 


until Diels’s note undeceived me. 
He there 


Religions philosophie, p. 62, n. 1, also noticed the connection. 
proposes a different interpretation of aiwy, but his suggestion I take 
to be too clearly mistaken to require refutation. In reference to Geov 
dixavov, it ought to be said that Hippolytus possibly wrote dcator ( 


mrvov), and that dixavov may be due to the copyist; but there 1s no 
Diels is 


sufficient justification for making a change in the text. 
probably right in adopting Miller’s efvac for the eidévac of Par.; but 
eldevac may possibly have been originally a gloss on éuodoyetv; for if 
duodoyety is sound it must be interpreted here, as in fr. 51, with 
reference to Heraclitean etymology, as “sharing in the (a) common 
oyos.”” 

V2 71,15. Fr. 67, 6 deds Huépn ebpovn, xetuw@yv Gepos, TOAEMOS ELpHYn, 
Kopos Aywos (TAavVaVvTia @tavra’ ovUTOs O VoUs), adAoLovTaL dé 
OkwoTep <TUp>, OToTav ouumLyn Puv@pac.y, Ovouaterar Kal’ néovnv 
EKAOTOV. 

This is the text of Diels. I hope to make it clear that it is not 
correct, and to show also what Heraclitus wrote and what he meant. 
In order to understand and reconstruct this fragment we must com- 
pare two passages from Plato, in which he obviously alludes to it. 
Crat. 394 A, obxody cai repi Bacidkews 6 altos AOYOs; EcTa Yap ToTE Ek 
Bacitews Bacirels, kai €& ayaov ayabds, kai éx kaXov Kados, kai TadXa 
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TAaVTa oUTWs, EE ExaoTOV ‘YévoUs ETEpOY TOLOUTOY Exyovoy, Eav m7) TEpas 
yevnrar’ KAnréov 6) Tal’ra Ovouara. morxirdXerv b€ EEE€oTL Tals 
gvvAX\aBats, Wore SoEat Gv TH idtwrikG@s Exovre Erepa eivac 
aGA\AnNAWY TA aUlTa OvTAa’* BorTep Hutv ratT@v iarpav Papyuakxa 
XpwMaciv Kal Oopats TeTotKiA\mEeva AX Gaiverar Ta alra 
OvTa, T@ O€YVE Larpa, are THY SiYauLY TOV PapuaKkwy cKo- 
TOUMEVW, TA QaUTa Paiverat, Kal ovK ExTANTTETAL UTO TAP 
TpoTovTwy. ovTw bé lows Kal 6 EmLOTAaMEVOS TEP OVOMaTwY THY divauLY 
avT@y OKOTEL, Kal OUK Exm@ANTTETAL El TL TPOGKELTAL Ypauya H MEeTaKErTat 
7 adnpnrat, 7} Kai €v GAANols TavTaTacww Ypaupaciv éoTw H TOV Ovo“aTos 
Sivauts. omep 6 vuvdy édeyouer, ““’Aotuavat” re kai “"Extwp”’ ovdeév 
TOV QUTO@VY Ypaupatwrv Exec TANY TOU Tav, GAN’ Ouws TAaVTOY THMaLVEL. 
kai ‘‘’ApyeémoNis”’ ye Tav péev Ypayparwv Ti €rikorvwret; Snot 6€ Suws 
TO aUTo* Kai GAAa ToAAa éeoTw & ovdbev ANN’ H Bactt€a onuaiver’ Kai 
a\XAa ye a’ orparnyor, otov “*Ayis” xai “TloNeuapxos”’ xai “* EvroXe- 
uos’’. Kal darpika ye €repa, © ’larpoxA\ys”’ Kai“ AxeciuBporos’* Kai €repa 
av lows ovxva evpoimev Tats ev ovAAaBals Kal Tots ypauuact dbLiagde- 
vovvra, TH 6é€ duvamer rabrov dbeyyoueva. The general con- 
nection of this passage with the Heraclitean doctrine of the épyov 
was noted above in the discussion of fr. 48. The divauis or specific 
physiological action of the drug is compared to the édtivauis of a word, 
its “foree”’ or meaning. ‘The identity of meaning in words that are 
different (dtadwvodvra, ravaytia &ravra), and the methods employed 
to produce variation (oxide, ad\dovodrar), — these are the themes 
common to Heraclitus and Plato. We naturally think of Heraclitus, 
fr. 15, @urds 6€ ’Aldns xai Acovucos, and fr. 57, doris Nuepny Kal Eevmporny 
ovk eyivwoxev’ Eat. yap év. The second passage from Plato, to which 
I referred above, is Tim. 49 sq., where the relation of the elements 
to the defauern or the éxuayetoy is under discussion. It will sufhce 
for our purpose to quote a sentence from 50 E, 66 kai ravrwy éxros 
eld@v eivar Xpewy TO Ta Tarra ExdeLOuevoy Ev alta yern, KafaTEp TEpi Ta 
aNeiupara dréca eindn TEXYPN UNXaVGvTat Tearov Tovr’ alto UTapxor, 
Towovow Ore uartoTra awdn ra defoueva Vypa Tas OoOMAaS* OGL TE EV TLOLY 
TOV MaNaK@Y CXNUaATA AToOMaTTEL ETLXELPOVEL, TO TapaTar oxHua ovdEer 
EevdnAov Urapxew é@ot, TpoouaNrvvarres O€ Ore NELOTATOY aTEpYaCorTat. 
Plato here employs two comparisons to illustrate the relation of the 
substratum to the elemental forms, borrowing one from the manu- 
facture of unguents, the other from the art of moulding figures in a 
matrix. The first of these is obviously stmilar to that above quoted 
from the Cratylus, and was repeated by Lucret. 2, S47 sq. 
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sicut amaracini blandum stactaeque liquorem 

et nardi florem, nectar qui naribus halat, 

cum facere instituas, cum primis quaerere par est, 
quoad licet ac possis reperire, inolentis olivi 
naturam, nullam quae mittat naribus auram, 
quam minime ut possit mzxtos in corpore odores 
concoctosque suo contractans perdere viro, 
propter eandem rem debent primordia rerum 
non adhibere suum gignundis rebus odorem, etc. 


Heeding the suggestions afforded by these passages from Plato and 
Lucretius, which seem to me clearly to reproduce, however freely, 
the thought of Heraclitus in our fragment, it should be possible with 
considerable certainty to restore the text and to determine its meaning. 
It is obvious that in the Cratylus Plato slightly changed the figure, 
substituting drugs for unguents, because of the advantage of thus 
being able to appeal to the expert knowledge of the physician. He 
may have been influenced also by certain Heraclitean elements in 
the medical literature, such as we find in Hippocrates Ilepi dvairns 
and Ilepi tpodyjs. At all events, it is clear that <ztp>, which Diels 
has adopted from the conjecture of Dr. Thomas Davidson, and <otvos>, 
which Bergk proposed, are alike inadmissible. The latter part of the 
fragment and the use of @iwua, which Hesychius defines with pipor 
and a@pwua, point clearly to the conclusion that Heraclitus, as we 
should infer from Plato and Lucretius, referred to an unguent. The 
instances of @iwua (Herod. 2. 86; Lucian, De Dea Syra, 8 and 46) 
refer to unguents. If one or the other of the passages in Lucian 
should be doubtful, there can be no question in regard to Hippocr. 
Duvacxeiwy 8, 209 (8S, 404 L.), eWety ra Puapara & és TO piipov EuBaddreTat, 
with which compare ibid. 202 (8, 386 L.) and 206 (8, 398 L.) In the 
making of unguents (see Bliimner, Technologie und Terminologie der 
Gewerbe und Kiinste*, 1., 359 sq.), the neutral base, as well as the 
product resulting from the union of aromatic substances with it, was 
called wipoy or éXacov. The finished product bore a variety of names 
determined by the volatile ingredients. Theophrastus, Iepi dcudar, 
gives ample information, from which we may quote a few sentences. 
V. 25, mpds éxacrov 6€ Tay pwipwv EuBaddovot Ta Tpdchopa TeV apwua- 
Tw, olov eis pev THY KUTpov Kapdduwyov, aoTadafov avadupacartes 
7@ ebwoe. VI. 27, Gravra 6€ cvvrifevtac Ta wipa Ta per an’ avOdpv 
7a 6€ aro diAAwY Ta 6€ ATO KAwWVOs Ta 6 aro pifns Ta 6’ aro EvwY 
7a 6 amo Kaptov 7a 6° amo ébaxpiwv. puta 6€ rav6’ ws eiwetv. In inten- 
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tion, therefore, the conjecture of Bernavs, cuupey7 <Oiwua> bvapacr, 
was better than either of those which we noticed above; but Diels is 
right in assuming that the desiderated word is to be supplied after 
oxworep. The only point in favor of <ztp> is that its omission can 
so easily be explained; but with almost equal ease we can account for 
the loss of <yutpov>, which is obviously required by the sense and by 
the Platonic and Lucretian parallels. 

But we must now return to the earlier part of the fragment. The 
words ravavTia a@ravra* otros 6 vots have been a_ stumbling-block. 
Bywater and Diels bracket them, since they can make nothing of 
them. Mullach accomplished the same result by making two frag- 
ments instead of one, and omitting the troublesome words. But a 
reference to the passage from the Cratylus should prove beyond 
question that they belong just where they stand; only one slight 
change is required, viz, @urds for otros, as Bergk perceived. He says, 
Kleine Philol. Schriften, II. 86, n. 4, “Ceterum etiam verba illa 
TavavTia &TavrTa, ovTos 6 vods non interpretis, sed ipsius Heracliti esse 
existimo, quae ita videntur corrigenda: 6 Oeds ... KOpos, Tavayria 
amavTa* wiTds voos* addovodrar 5€, Okworep oivos kTX.”’ Unfortunately 
Bergk did not interpret his proposed text; but judging by his punc- 
tuation and the absence of any remark about the force of voos, I 
venture to suggest that what he had in mind was something like this: 


“Gott ist... Uberfluss und Hunger, mit einem Worte, alle Gegen- 
siitze. Es ist derselbe Geist,” usw. If this suggestion does him 


justice, it will be seen that he did not really anticipate my proposal 
except in regard to the change of otros into whrés; and working with 
the text of Diels, who did not even record the proposal, I did not 
come upon his emendation until I had reached the same conclusion 
independently and by a different route. As a matter of fact, It was 
the passage from the Cratylus which disclosed the connection of 
ideas and led me to the obviously correct text and interpretation; 
for I saw at once that vots had no reference whatever to @eos and 
Geist,” but, as in Herod. 7. 162, otros 6€ 6 vdos Tov 


6s 


did not mean 
pnuartos, signified “sense’’ or “meaning.”’ But, this point once cleared 
up, it followed at once that we must read @vuros for otros, and that 
ravavria azavra did not merely add a generalization to sum up the 
bill of particulars which precedes. In short, ravavria @ravra is the 
plural form of robvayvriov arav, which occurs, Plato, Polit. 310 D, as a 
variant for the more usual phrase wav robvayriov; ep. Nen. Mem. 
3. 12. 4 and (for the adverbial force of was or a@zras) Plato. Protag. 


» 
317 B. 
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Restoring to Heraclitus what rightfully belongs to him, we should 
therefore write the fragment thus: 6 Oeds nuéon eddpovn, xetuwv Oépos, 
ToAEuOs ELpnvn, KOpOs Aios* TavavTia aTavTa, wWuTOds 6 VoUs* aAXoLOvTAL dé 
Skworep <plpov>, ordTav cuumLyH Ovwpacu, Ovouaterar Kal’ Hdovny Exa- 
atov. “God is day and night, winter and summer, war and peace, satiety 
and hunger,— opposites quite, but the sense is the same; he changes, 
however, just as the neutral base employed in making unguents, when it 
as mixed with volatile essences, receives a name in accordance with the odor 
of each.”’ 

In regard to the philosophical interpretation of the fragment, which 
thus assumes a rank of capital importance for the thought of Heracli- 
tus, it is hardly necessary to say more at present, than that we must 
henceforth build upon the foundations laid by Plato, Tim. 48 E-52 C, 
Plato and Lucretius prove that the same thought lay at the core of the 
atomic theory, and it is evident that Heraclitus here touched one of 
the basic conceptions of metaphysics in so far as it is concerned with 
the relation of the One and the Many. We are therefore called upon 
to consider the questions which crowd upon us with sobriety and 
careful discrimination, unless we are to efface the mile-stones that 
mark the progress of speculation. Such an inquiry is, however, too 
far-reaching to admit of discussion in this connection. 


V? 72,18. Fr. 71, weuviobar 6€ kai rod értNavOavopevov Fj 7) Odds GEL. 


The meaning, apparently missed by some scholars, is made clear 
by fr. 117, otk ératwy oxy Baive. He forgets whither he is going. 


V? 73, 14. Fr. 77, Yuxno.... TEepyv 7 Oavarov Vyphot yeverOat. 


It seems very probable that we are here dealing, if one may so 
express it, with a conflate text; that is to say, two utterances of 
Heraclitus, otherwise essentially identical, but differing in this, that 
one related to répyis, the other to 0avaros, appear to have been merged 
in one. Either statement, taken by itself, is entirely intelligible; 
but it is improbable that Heraclitus combined them in the manner of 
this ‘fragment.’ 


V? 73, 19. Fr. 78, 700s yap avOpwmeworv ev obk Exer yvauas, Belov 
b€ EXEL. 


The word 760s is difficult and improbable. I suspect that we should 
write é#vos; cp. Eurip. Orest. 976, 
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+ | x7 , b J b J ’ 

ia) lw, TavdaKkpuT epapEepwv 
A Ul 

€Ovn ToNUTova. 


The iambic movement of the fragment is obvious, and the position of 
ev appears somewhat forced. One is tempted to write the sentence 
as verse, 

Efvos wev avOpwreiov ov yymuas EXEL, 

Getov 6’ Exet. 


This may, of course, be nothing more than the work of chance; but 
the entire cast of the sentence suggests that we are dealing with verse 
converted into prose. Now we know that there were those who 
versified the philosophy of Heraclitus. One of their number, Seythi- 
nus, a writer of the fourth century, is known by name; and one of the 
fragments of Scythinus (fr. 2, V? 86, 22 sq.) has come down to us 
reconverted into prose, which Wilamowitz has again rendered in 
verse. I do not suggest, though it is possible, that we have before us 
another reconverted version of Heraclitus by Scythinus; for the cases 
of Cleanthes, whose Stoic verses are in part little more than para- 
phrases of Heraclitus, and of ‘Epicharmus,’ among whose fragments 
there are some which reproduce the thought of Heraclitus as others 
do that of Plato, caution us to avoid hasty conclusions. Neverthe- 
less, I incline to think that fr. 78 is in fact a thinly disguised prose 
rendering of a verse original; for there are at least two other ‘frag- 
ments’ of Heraclitus (SO and 100) whose form suggests a versified 
original. As it is best to discuss them separately, I will add only 
that one of them, like fr. 78, is quoted by Origen Against Celsus. If 
my suggestion be approved by scholars, an interesting question 
arises, to wit, how accurately the versifier, if he was actually trving 
to reproduce the thought of Heraclitus, as Celsus or his source sup- 
posed, succeeded in rendering it. In the case of fr. 78, it is a nice 
question whether Heraclitus would have said what is here imputed 
to him. Origen seems to be clearly right in interpreting yrwpas with 
codia; but Heraclitus, whose doctrine of 76 codov we considered above 
in the note on fr. 41, although unsparing in his denunciation of the 
stupidity of the crowd, clearly believed that he had attained to 
wisdom. We naturally think of him as declaring with the Hebrew 
prophet that he alone was left. 

We may note that fr. 78 seems to have served as a model for the 
spurious fragment of Epicharmus, 57,7, which Diels (V? 99, 4) writes 
thus: 

ov yap avOpwros Texvav Tw’ evpEv, O b€ O€ds TOTAD. 
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In the same way Epicharmus, fr. 64 (V* 100, 5 sq.), likewise spurious, 


as fe ’ 


eiul vexpos* vexpos b€ KOmpos, yn 6° 1 KOTpOS EoTiV* 

ei 6’ 9 Yn Geos Eat’, ov veKpos, adda Oeos, 
glances at Heraclitus, fr. 96, vexves yao xompiwy éxBAnTorepot, and also at 
the anecdotes relative to the manner of his death, V* 54, 29 sq., and 
to the anecdote about the oven, where also there were gods (V* 58, 
36 sq.). It seems altogether likely that the case of Heraclitus is in 
this a close parallel to that of Pythagoras, that myth soon began to 
weave legends about his name, and that forgeries sprang up which were 
supported by other forgeries. -For the relation of the late Pytha- 
goreans to Heraclitus, see Norden, Agnostos Theos, p. 345, n. 1. The 
examples given above and to be discussed presently make it extremely 
probable that some of these were written in verse and current as 
adespota, becoming in time attached to various names, such as Epi- 
charmus. Others went under the name of Heraclitus, and it is 
probably to them that the Vita in Suidas refers (V? 56, 46), éypave 
TONAG TOLNTLKDS. 


V? 73, 23. Fr. SO, eidévar 5€ yp) Tov wOdEUOY edvTa EvvOV, Kal diknv 
Ep, Kal YwOueva TavTa Kar’ Epi Kal xpewpeva. 


This fragment has been discussed times innumerable, more particu- 
larly with reference to the last word, which is conceded to be im- 
possible. If the sentence be regarded as an authentic prose fragment 
of Heraclitus, we probably cannot do better than accept Schuster’s 
conjecture, karaxpewueva for xpewueva, and take it as complementary to 
yuoueva. Diels, however, has rightly refused to admit into his text 
any of the numerous substitutes proposed for xpewpeva. First of all 
it should be noted that xai yivoueva ravra kar’ Epwy does not look so 
much like an utterance of Heraclitus as like an attempt to summarize 
details; this impression is confirmed by fr. 8, Arist. Eth. Nic. 1155? 4, 
‘HpaxXetros 70 avrigovy ovudepov Kal ek TOV dtadEepovTwv KadXioTHY appo- 
viav Kal TWavra Kar’ e€py yivecOar, which is itself quite obviously not a 
verbatim quotation but a summary. Long ago I was struck by the 
similarity in thought between kai dixny Epi, kal yuvoueva Tav7a Kar’ 
epwv and Cleanthes, H. in Iov. 36, 


dos 6€ KUpHoaL Yvuwuns, n Tiovvos at dikns mera TavTa KUGEpras, 


and in a letter to Professor Diels I proposed instead of ypewueva to 
read xpewy pera, after Eurip. Herc. F. 20, 
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ei?’ “Hpas vo 
KEVT pots Oapachels ElTE TOU KPEWY META. 


He replied that the anastrophe of wera was impossible in prose. 
This is of course true, as I well knew, assuming that we are dealing 
with real prose. At that time, having nothing more definite than the 
vague impression that the diction and movement of certain fragments 
of Heraclitus were distinctly poetic, and the statement in the Vita of 
Suidas, which I then interpreted as referring in a general way to 
poetic diction, I dropped the matter, though I still felt that xpeav pera 
was probably the true reading. Recently Dr. Bruno Jordan, Archiv 
fiir Gesch. der Philos., 24 (1911), p. 480, has independently made the 
same suggestion. In view of the probability that in this ‘fragment,’ 
as in fr. 78, we have a versified version of Heraclitus reconverted into 
prose, I regard my emendation as all but certain. I do not think it 
feasible to recover the verse original throughout, because, as I indi- 
‘ated above, xai ywwoueva Tavra Kar’ Epwv appears to be a summarizing 
formula; but it is easy to pick out parts of the sentence which fall 
almost without change into iambic verse: 


eldevar b€ XN 

TOV TWONEMOV OVTa EvvoV ...... 
wee ee ee KO OiKy Epev 

. <TOU> xpewy pera. 


It must be said that the text of the fragment is not absolutely certain, 
as the Mss. of Origen Against Celsus read e 6€ xpn and dixny épety; 
but the emendations adopted by Diels and reproduced above are so 
obvious that we may with confidence make his text the basis of our 
study. Regarded in the light of the poetic tags which have just been 
noted, we have again a close parallel to the prose paraphrase of 
Sevthinus, fr. 2; but I hazard no guess as to the author of the versi- 
fied version. 


V? 76, 12. Fr. 100, dpas ai ravra dépover. 


This fragment is preserved by Plutarch, who again alludes to it. 
The movement ts clearly dactylic, and one may suspect that it formed 
part of an hexameter, though its brevity forbids dogmatic conclusions. 
In view of the experiments of Cleanthes it is not improbable that there 
were versions of certain Heraclitean sayings in heroic verse. It is, of 
course, possible that this fragment owes its rhythmical or metrical 
form to chance or to unconscious poetical influences not unnatural 
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in the early stages of prose when verse was still the prevailing medium 
of artistic expression. This is perhaps the most probable explanation 
of the hexameter ending of fr. 5, Oeovs 005’ Hpwas otrives etot, which I 
noted long ago and find referred to Homeric influence by Norden, 
Agnostos Theos, p. 88,n.1. Dactylic movement, due to epic models, 
is much more easily thus accounted for than iambic or trochaic, such 
as have been noted above in fragments 78 and 80. Of the latter sort 
there is perhaps another example in fr. 120, quoted by Strabo, jois 
Kal €omépas Tépuara 7 ApPKTOS Kal avTiov THs ApKTouv ovpos aiPpiov Avos. 
The general trochaic or iambic rhythm is at once apparent, and the 
close at least is faultless and strikingly suggestive of a trochaic verse. 
See infra, p. 714 sq. One may recast it into trochaics quite as easily 
as Wilamowitz did the second fragment of Scythinus, — 


b “~ a bd e s | 9 , 
novs [possibly éw dé] xaoméepas 
TEpUaT APKTOS KaVTi’ apKTOV Ovpos aiPpiou Atos. 


V? 77, 11. Fr. 108, dxdcwv Ndyous Hxovea, obdels adixvetrat és TOUTO, 
WOTE YLVWOKELV OTL TOPOV EGTL TAVTWY KEXWPLOMEVOV. 


This fragment has been much discussed; ep. Schuster, pp. 42, 44; 
Zeller, I. 629, n.1. Gomperz proposed to bracket 671 cogov «7X. as an 
interpolation. All those who retain the words regard them as an 
object clause, whatever interpretation they may put upon it. Diels 
identifies (70) codov with God, and understands the fragment as de- 
claring the divine transcendence. This view has naturally provoked 
vigorous protests; for it is incompatible with all that we otherwise 
know of the thought of Heraclitus. I think ddyous is here used as 
Heraclitus uses doyos of his own philosophic message or gospel: it 
refers to the Weltanschauungen of the great teachers and_ philoso- 
phers; for #Kxovoa does not necessarily refer to actual hearing of the 
person who sets forth his views, but includes the reading (by himself 
or by a slave) of written records. The pregnant force of yuwoKew was 
sufficiently explained above in the discussion of fr. 41. Heraclitus, 
then, says: “Of all those whose message regarding the nature of things 
it has been my fortune to learn about, not one has attained to the point 
of true knowledge.” So much seems to be clear from a survey of the 
conception of knowledge which he is continually proclaiming. But, 
once we seize the import of his use of ywweoxecv, it is equally clear that 
6rt is not “that”; it is causal, and the obvious conclusion to his 
sentence follows: “for wisdom is far removed from all” (“men”’ or 
“of them’’). One may illustrate this use of xexwpiopevov by a pas- 
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sage from Cleanthes quoted by Sext. Empir. 9. 90, @a7e ov rédevov 
(Gov 6 GvOpwros, aredés 5€ Kai word KEeXwpiouEevoyv Tov Tedeiov. The 
questionable fragment of Philolaus, quoted by Diels, and the quotation 
from Philostratus ap. Euseb. P. E. 4. 13, évi re dvre kai Kexwprouerw 
tavrwy, made by Norden, Agnostos Theos, 39, n. 3, afford but weak 
support for so unlikely a theory as that of Diels. In printing the 
fragment, I should place a colon between yuwoxew and 67. The sen- 
tence thus furnishes a new illustration of the difficulty, noted by 
Aristotle, of phrasing Heraclitus. Diels mentions, but does not adopt, 
my interpretation in V*. 


The Mss. here, as in fr. 116, show owdpovety. Diels here substitutes 
TO ppovetv, there dpovetv, in order to adapt the diction to that of He- 
raclitus. He renders: “ Das Denken ist der grésste Vorzug, und die 
Weisheit besteht darin, die Wahrheit zu sagen und nach der Natur zu 
handeln, auf sie hinhérend.”’ Besides changing ow@povety to 76 dpovety, 
he gives a forced rendering of apern and ératovras which serves to 
conceal the obvious Stoic character of the saving. Again, there is no 
other instance of godin in the supposedly genuine fragments of 
Heraclitus, who seems to have used (70) coddv instead: it does recur 
in fr. 129, which Diels reckons doubtful or spurious but others accept 
as genuine. Yet, granting that it is genuine, godin there means some- 
thing very different: it is, like woXvuyadein and xaxorexvin, a term 
of reproach. One who reads the sentence without bias will readily 
admit that aper) means an ethical virtue. As for adAnfea Neyerv, one 
may perhaps defend it by citing the denunciation of the Yevdav rexrovas 
Kai waprupas in fr. 28; but it is doubtful whether so obviously an 
ethical virtue would have counted as a mark of codin in the days 
of Heraclitus. In opposition to this it may be said that ’AXnfeca was 
the ideal of the Greek philosophers from the beginning. ‘True; but it 
was objective Truth which they sought, and not the virtue of truth- 
fulness. The juxtaposition of aAnbéa NEyeww and roety Kara divow 
does not suggest a reference to abstract or objective truth. Finally, 
Touty Kata dvow ératovras bears all the marks of Stoie doctrine; for 
it is hardly defensible to render ératovras with “auf sie hinhérend.”’ 
The word has here, as in fr. 117, od ératwv oxy Baiver, the sense which 
it regularly bears in Plato, to wit, “knowing”’; ep. Xen. Mem. 1. 1.9, 
dayuovay d€ Kal ro’s pavrevouevous & Tots avOpwros of Beoi palodaor 
dtaxpiveyv. The words then clearly mean “to act in accordance with 
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nature consciously and with full knowledge.” This thought is, however, 
in substance and in form entirely Stoic, corresponding in the ethical 
sphere to the injunction to submit willingly to Fate, in the religious 
sphere, as expressed in Cleanthes’s lines to Fate. One may, of course, 
discover the germs of this view in genuine fragments of Heraclitus; 
but Diels’s alterations in the text and his interpretation do not meet 
the reasonable objections long since urged by others to the genuine- 
ness of this fragment. 


V2 78, 8. Fr. 116, avOpwrow. maou péreote yuwwoKew éwvrors Kal 
TWPPOVELY. 


This fragment, like the preceding, is derived from Stobaeus, and 
like it, too, has been by many regarded as spurious. As I have al- 
ready stated, Diels writes @povety for gwdpovety, in order to meet an 
obvious criticism. This procedure would be justifiable, however, only 
if the passage as a whole created a presumption in favor of Heracli- 
tean authorship, which is supported solely by the lemma of Stobaeus. 
In fact all indications point to the period after Socrates. Whoever 
attributed the saying to Heraclitus doubtless did so in view of fr. 101, 
edu noaunv euewvrov, but the interpretation of the Delphic yv@@ cavrov 
as an injunction to recognize one’s limitations and to occupy oneself 
with that which lies within one’s proper scope and power,-— this is, 
so far as we know, Socratic: he who wou!d claim it for Heraclitus 
must assume the burden of proof. But no unbiased reader of our 
fragment will doubt that ywwoKew éwurols kai cwhpovetvy was intended 
to express that precise thought. I cannot justify the changing of 
gwopovety to @povetvy, and cannot accept the fragment as genuine. 
Bywater was clearly right in marking both 112 and 116 as doubtful. 
Since they come to us from Stobaeus, who quotes them under widely 
different heads, it is plain that their assignment to Socrates is not 
due to a mere mistake in the lemmata of his text, but the error 
must be charged to his sources. 


V? 78,16. Fr. 120, jots Kai éorépas réepuara  &pKros Kal avriov THs 
&pkrov ovpos aiPpiouv Avds. 


In V® Diels briefly notes my interpretation of otpos aifpiov Atos as 
‘wind of heaven,” which was proposed in my review of his Herakleitos 
von Ephesos*, in Class. Philol., 5. p. 247; but he appears still to prefer 
his own suggestion that Heraclitus referred to Mt. Olympus. As I 
regard my proposal as almost certainly right, I offer here a few addi- 
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tional observations to supplement my former statement, which exi- 
gencies of space then compelled me to omit. For the meaning of 
ovpos, “wind,” I would refer to Schmidt’s Synonymik. See also 
Bonitz, Index Aristotelicus, s. v. &pxros. It was common to say 
Kal mpos &pxrov Kal mpos vorov. The phrases employed by Herodotus 
in speaking of the cardinal points are especially interesting; I have 
made a complete list of them, and they seem to me to be decisive. 
I will refer, however, to but a few by way of illustration: 1. 148, 
Tpos &PKTov TETPAUMEVOS . . . Tpos CEmupov aveuov; 2. 8, hépov am’ Apxrov 
Tpos weveuBpins TE Kai vorov; 3. 102, mpos apxrov TE Kai Bopeéov avéeuov. 
Cp. Hesiod, Theog. 378-82. 

Though I do not accept the suggestion of Diels that the otdpos Acos 
is Mt. Olympus, I will refer to a passage which might possibly be 
used to support it, to wit, Hippocr. Ilepi é8douadwrv, 48 (9. 462 L.), 
Definitio autem superiorum partium et inferiorum corporis umbilicus. 
It would be interesting to know the Greek text: perhaps Helmreich 
or some other ransacker of medical manuscripts may yet recover 
it! It occurs in a part of the treatise much discussed of late; see 
Roscher, Uber Alter, Ursprung und Bedeutung der hippokr. Schrift 
von der Sicbenzahl, p. 37, n. 67, who of course, in relating this to his 
“Weltkarte,” refers to the dudados ys or Oadarrns, and believes that 
the writer had in mind (not Delphi, but) Delos or Teos. Mt. Olympus 
might well serve as a landmark to divide the “upper” or northern 
parts of the earth from the “lower” or southern; but it does not 
seem so suitable fora zero meridian. I doubt, moreover, whether Hera- 
clitus had any “Greenwich” in mind: what he seems to have meant 
is merely this, that “east”? and “west” are relative terms and are 
delimited by a north and south line drawn through any point that 
may bein question. Various special meridians, useful to the geog- 
rapher and mariner, were recognized at a comparatively early date, 
as may be seen from Herodotus; but a zero meridian, so far as I 
know, was not thought of before the time of the Alexandrian geogra- 
phers. For the suggestion of a possible verse original for the fragment, 
see above on fr. 100. This would readily account for the use of odpos 
in the sense of wind. 


V? 80, 10. Fr. 128, dauovwv ayadpaow edxovrat ovK axovovow, daoTeEp 
GAKOUVOLEV, OUK ATOdLOOVELY, WoTEP OVK ATaLTOLED. 
In regard to the text of this spurious fragment I agree with Diels, 


except that I would set a colon after axotoev; from his interpreta- 
tion I dissent, because it seems to me obviously at fault. In some 
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unaccountable way he appears to have overlooked my note in Class. 
Philol. 5. p. 247, for he renders the text thus: “Sie beten zu den Gét- 
terbildern, die nicht héren, als ob sie Gehér hatten, die nichts zuriick- 
geben, wie sie ja auch nichts fordern kénnten,” The saying is a close 
parallel to fr. 127, likewise spurioys, in that it charges men with in- 
consistency in their dealings with the gods. Hence ovx azodidodow 
(= arodiddacwr; not the partic.!) answers to e’xovrar as Worep ovK aTral- 
Totev answers to @omep axotoev, and the meaning, as I said in my 
former note, is: “ They make vows to the images of the gods, that hear 
not, as if they heard; they pay not their vows, as uf they (the gods) 
required it not.”’ Everyone can supply the necessary classical examples 
for edxovrat, arod.idovo.v, and amarotev. I will quote one from the 
LAX., Deuter. 23. 21, éav dé cixn edxnv Kupiw TS OG cov, ob xpoveets 
aTodotvar alTny, Ore ExCnrav exCnrnoer KUptos 6 Oeds cov, Kal Eorar &v Gol 
auapria. 


[Hippocrates.| 


V? 81, 36—82, 16. For this passage, see my Antecedents of Greek 
Corpuscular Theories, Harvard Studies in Class. Philol., 22 (1911), 
p. 148 sq. It is to this article, and not to “Class. Philol. 22. 
158,”’ that Diels should have referred V* 166, 16, note. 


c.13. Epicharmus. 


V? 91, 23. Fr. 4. 6, 
TO 6€ codov a Hiats 706’ otdev ws ExEL 
mova’ memaidevTar yap avravras UTo. 


Diels renders, “ Doch wie sich’s mit dieser Weisheit verhalt, das 
weiss die Natur allein. Denn sie hat’s ganz von selbst gelernt.” 
It is, perhaps, a matter of no great consequence, but I believe his 
translation rests on a misconception of 76 cogov 76d€ and ws éxer. As 
to the former, it has little in common with (76) codév of Heraclitus, 
but, like the familiar phrase ovdév rorxidov ov6€ codov, denotes some- 
thing recondite or cunningly devised. In regard to @s éxer, I remarked 
above, in my note on Heraclitus, fr. 1, that it here refers to the process 
of becoming, “how it comes about.” The words of the fragment 
mean, “Nature alone knows the secret of this cunning device, or 
the way in which this mysterious result is brought about.’’ This use 
of ws éxec and related phrases appears to have escaped many scholars. 
Possibly it baffled the copyists also in certain instances. Thus Xen. 
Mem. 1. 1. 11, ob6€ yap wepi ris Tov TavTwy Hhioews, HEP TaV AaAAwWY 
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ot mAEtoToL, SuEAEYETO TKOT@Y, OTWsO KaXOvMEVOS UTO TAV aod.ioTav 
KOOMOS EXEL, KAL TioLY aVaYKaLs ExacTa yiverat TOV ovpaviwy KrrX. Here 
the Mss. are divided between éxye. and édv, and the editors find it dif- 
ficult to decide. I believe that éxe., which has the better credentials, 
is the true reading, though one may question whether the unfamiliar 
force of éxec or the similarity of sound led to the substitution of édv. 
As I pointed out in my study Ilepi Picews, the same duplicity as 
appears in the force of as éxec occurs also in the use of diots, which 
predominantly signifies that which a thing is, but, pursuant to a 
constant habit of the human mind, is most frequently and naturally 
defined by recounting the story of its birth. 


c. 18. Parmenides. 


V? 105, 34. Diog. L. 9. 22, yéveow avOpwrwv é PAlov Tp@rov yeve- 
cOac' avrov 6€ UTapxeEtv TO Oepuov Kai To Wrxpov, EE wv Ta 
TAVTQ GuUvEecTavat. 


Various proposals have been made for the emendation of 7Xiov, of 
which idAvos is the most probable. It is obvious, however, that é 
NAiov, or whatever we may substitute for it, was not intended to 
denote the elemental constituents of man, since they are expressly 
mentioned later in the sentence. If the writer had in mind merely 
the source of the force which led to the origin of man, €é& 7Xiov, 
however singular, may be allowed to stand. But Diels is quite right 
in regarding atrov as corrupt. The language of Aristotle and his 
commentators suggests the obvious correction, alro?ts 6° EvuTapxKety, 
referring to the croxeta évuTapxorra. 


V? 115, 10. Fr. 1, 28, 
xpew O€ o€ TavTa TUMEcAaL 
nuev "AXnbeins evxuxA€os aTpEUEs TOP 

noé Bpota@v boas, Tals ovK Eve TioTis adnOns. 


Something depends upon the precise meaning of ziorts adnOns; for it 
must to a considerable extent determine our conception of the attitude 
of Parmenides toward the Spor@v d0fa:, which seem to have occu- 
pied his thought in much the larger part of his philosophical poem. 
The phrase recurs, fr. 8, 26 sq., 

QUTapP AKiVNTOV MEY ANWY Ev TEipacL d€TU@V 
EOTLY aVAapXKXOV ATavOTOV, ETEL YEvEots Kal OAEOpOS 
THAE UaNr’ ErAaxXPnoar, amace d€ TiaTis ads. 
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Diels renders it with “verlissliche Wahrheit” and “wahre Uberzeu- 
gung”’; Burnet and Nestle do not vary the phrase but give “true 
belief’ and “des Wahren Gewissheit” in both cases. Two other 
passages of the poem ought to be compared, to wit, fr. 8, 12, 


ovde ToT’ EK uN EOVTOS EGNOEL TiaTLOS iaxts 
yiyvecOai Tt Tap’ avro, 


and fr. 8, 17, 

ov yap adnOns 
Early 060s. 
In the passage last mentioned dAnf7js 666s is clearly equivalent to 
"AXnbeins 660s, as in fr. 4, 4 we have Iledots éore xé€Xevfos. So in 
Sophocl. O. R. 500, 


avop@v 6° Ort uavris TWAEOV H "YW PEpETat, 
Kplo.s ovK €oTiv adnOns, 


where the meaning obviously is that “there is no proving the truth 
of the contention that a seer outstrips me.”’ This use of xpiovs calls 
to mind the fact that Parmenides employs the same word, fr. 8, 15, 


n 6€ Kpiows TEpi TOUTWY Ev TOS’ EaTLY* 
€OTL f OUK EoTLV* KEeKpLTaL 6° OUY, WoTED aAVaYKnN, 
THV pev EAV AVONTOV avwrupov (ov yap adnOns 
éaTiv 000s), THY 6° Wore TEAELY Kal ErNTUMOY EVAL. 


Here the context appears to me to furnish the clue to the meaning of 
tioris; for Parmenides clearly has in mind an action at law in which 
the issue is sharply drawn and judgment is rendered. So fr. 8, 27 sq. 
the zioris adnOyns sends yeveors and 6Ae8pos into banishment. The 
juxtaposition of xpiot and rio7s shows that wio7is means such evi- 
dence or proof as may be adduced in court, a meaning which the 
word quite regularly bore in legal argumentation. Aristotle, the logi- 
cian, feeling that forensic oratory employed the enthymeme rather 
than the syllogism, and that in consequence its deductions were 
less cogent, continued to use ziors for rhetorical proof in contradis- 
tinction to a7ddeéis, the stricter proof of logic or science. Thus ziazis 
is for him zeots xéXevOos, the method proper to a procedure which, 
like the plea of the rhetor, has for its object the establishment of the 
eixos. In much the same way the onuara of Parmenides, -fr. 8, 2, 
are the onyeta of forensic argumentation, which Aristotle in like 
manner and for the same reason distinguished from the more certain 
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rexunpia. Thus we see that the dialectic of Parmenides, which 
eventuated in the Aristotelian logic, employed the forms and termi- 
nology of forensic rhetoric, though with an evident effort to reduce 
argumentation to the exactitude of demonstration; and riozvts adnO7s ts 
just this demonstration of truth. When, therefore, Parmenides objects 
to the Bporayv dd€a, it is because they do not carry the force of logical 
or dialectic evidence, or that such evidence is against them. 


V? 115,19. Fr. 1, 37, 
uovos 6° eve Bumos Odot0 
Neier at. 


V? 118, 38. Fr. 8, 1, 
sovvos 0° ETL MUG OS OdoLo 
NELTETAL, WS EOTLV. 


It appears to be generally conceded that @vuds and ypdfos are cor- 
ruptions of one and the same word; @uvuds, at any rate, is unintelligible. 
Of the numerous emendations proposed Platt’s ofyuos is doubtless the 
best, though Diels seems to prefer puyds; but puyds does not so well 
explain the corruption as ofvos. I am about to propose a correction, 
which seems to me all but certain. The stress on povos and deimerar 
suggests that we are reduced to a way that barely remains. Similarly 
Plato, Svmp. 184 B, wia 6€ Neier ar TS Huerepw vouw 660s, reinforced by 
184 E, yovaxod évratOa... ado Sé ov’dapuod, like the Aristotelian 
dictum, 76 duapravery toA\X\axas Eort, TO KaropPody povaxas, calls to 
mind the Gospel saying, orevy 4 7iAn Kal TEAALUMEVN 7 Odds ) ATAayoUTA 
eis tnv fwhv. I take it for granted that Parmenides regarded and 
characterized the way of Truth as a strait and narrow path, just as, 
fr. 6, 2 sq., he obviously thinks of the way of Error as broad, since 
“mortals, knowing nought, stagger (rXarrovrac) along it with un- 
steady minds.”’ I ean think of nothing so suitable for his purpose, 
or so likely to give rise to the corruptions @uvuos and ydfos, as the 
word ic@uds. Plato, Tim. 69 E, uses it of the human neck, Emped. 
fr. 100, 19, of the narrow orifice of the clepsvdra, and Hom., o 300, 
uses ta@ucov of anecklace. The Homeric scholiast says that the throat 
is called icOuos, amo Tod eiorevae THY TpoPHY bu’ a’rod. The correspond- 
ing use of abynv (Herod. 7. 223) and of fauces in Latin in speaking 
of a narrow defile or ‘isthmus’ is sufficiently well known. Now it 
happens that in Emped. fr. 100, 19, is@u0s has become corrupted in 
a part of the MS. tradition, and in Sophocl., fr. 145, 
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e 4 a“ 

a 6€ “VaOTILS 
Ovarots evToTuoTaTa MENEwV 
avexovoa Biov Bpaxrvv iabyuor, 


where io#u0os refers to “the narrow span of life,’’ modern scholars 
have ignorantly sought to substitute something else. Nauck here 
proposed oiuov, as Platt does for Parmenides. But the MS. reading 
is confirmed by Aelian, V. H. 2. 41, 67€ atra@ 76 éx Bovrots pwavretov 
adixero Tpodeyor THY Tov Biov orevoxwpiavy, and by Cicero’s use of 
anqustiae temporis. 

I should therefore read ia@uos 66070 in both fragments. Lest 
anvone be disturbed by the hiatus between éri and io@yuos, I remark 
that we find another instance of it in fr. 4, 6, 


Thy 6n Tor Opatw Twavareviéa Eupev atrapTror, 


in each case in the bucolic diaeresis. Diels, Parmenides Lehrqedicht, 
p. 67, in his note on the latter passage, well says: “ Der Hiat in der 
bukolischen Diiirese nicht anzutasten!’’ Indeed, the collision of 
words ending and beginning with the same vowel was even regarded 
by ancient grammarians as peculiarly justifiable. See Christ, MJetril 
der Griechen and Romer*, p. 41, § 55, and the remarks of ancient 
grammarians on Hom. Od. \ 595, Verg. Georg. 1, 281, and Hor. C. 
1. 28, 24. Herwerden, Lexicon Gr. Suppletorium, p. 400, suggests 
that icOuos may have had the digamma, referring to Pindar, Isth. 
1. 10, 32 and Bacchyl. 2, 7 Blass., but continues, “Sed fortasse hiatus 
nominum propriorum licentiae tribuendus. Cf. O. Schroeder, Prol. 
Pind. II. p. 14 et p. 17. Nee sane digamma habere potuit, si des- 
scendit a verbo iéva.”’ Ido not believe it had the digamma. 


V? 117, 7. Fr. 5, 76 yap abro voety éoriv re kal evar. 


The construction of this sentence has occasioned difficulties. It is 
obvious, however, that it is identical in meaning with fr. 8, 34, to be 
discussed below. I think we have here a case of brachylogy, and that 
we must supply voety before etvac from the preceding voety. “ For 
it as one and the same thing to think and to think that it is.” See 


the examples cited by Kiihner-Gerth, II. p. 565, § 597, h. Burnet, 
Early Greek: Philosophy”, p. 198, notes 1 and 3, propounds syntactical 
doctrines and puzzles which one ought in kindness to ignore. Any 
good grammar will supply abundant examples of the substantive 
use of the infinitive, with or without the article, earlier than the date 
of Parmenides. For Greek lyric poets, see Smyth, Greel: Melic Poets, 














HEIDEL.— ON FRAGMENTS OF THE PRE-SOCRATICS. 721 


note on Aleman, fr. XII. For the articular infinitive in general, 
consult the articles of Professor Gildersleeve in Amer. Journ. of 
Philol. 


V? 117, 14. Fr. 6, 1, 
xp TO NEVELY TE VoEtY 7’ Edv Eupevar’ EoTL yap €ivat, 
pndev 6° ovK EoTuY. 


The view of Diels and Burnet, which takes éo7c and éor7w as 
equivalent to éfeo71, appears to me to be unsatisfactory; for the 
sentence thus becomes weak and out of character. Parmenides says: 
“For existence exists, and nought is not.’ The absence of the article 
with efvac and pndev makes no difference. In regard to the first sen- 
tence, we must, perhaps, acquiesce in the view of Diels, who regards 
7o as the epic pronoun, and renders: “Dies ist nétig zu sagen und 
zu denken, das nur das Seiende existiert’’; but this use of 76 would be 
unique in Parmenides, in whom we expect the articular infinitive. 
It is possible that he meant “Speech and thought must be real”; for, 
though we do not otherwise find the recognition of the corporeal 
existence of thought and speech clearly expressed before the Stoics 
and Epicureans, it is by no means certain that Parmenides would not 
be called upon to defend his ‘materialistic’ doctrines by asserting the 
corporeality of thought and speech, since he expressly concerned 
himself with predication, fr. 8, 35 sq. 


V? 117, 21. Fr. 6, 8, 
ois TO TWENELY TE Kal OUK Elvat TabToY vEvOomLoTat 
KOU TQUTOP. 


Burnet, Early Greek Philosophy’, p. 198, n. 3, tortures this passage 
in order to eliminate the articular infinitives and the solecism 70... 
ovx etvac; but his interpretation is impossible, and, as we have seen, 
his reluctance to admit the articular infinitive is indefensible. As 
to 70... ok eva, others before him have found in it a rock of offence; 
but the responsibility rests with Parmenides. If he could say, otrws 
) wWautav medévac xpewy éore 7 ot (fr. 8, 11) alongside 7 6’ ws ovK 
€OTL TE Kal ws xpewy €or: wy eivae (fr. 4, 5) it is difficult to see why 
he should not have said 76 ov« efvar instead of 76 uy etvat. 


V? 119, 6. Fr.8, 9, 
Ti 6’ Gy pv Kal xpeéos @poev 
VaTepov 7 Tpddbev, TOU undevos apEdpEvor, Pur. 
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Diels renders iorepov 4 mpoo8ev with “friiher oder spiiter’’; Burnet, 
correctly I believe, with “later rather than sooner”’; for I regard the 
phrase as a sort of comparatio compendiaria. The question was 
repeated and amplified by later philosophers; ep. Lucret. 5, 165-180; 
Cic. N. D. 1. 9. 21; V* 305, 16 sq.; Diels, Dox. Gr., p. 301, 2, Kai oie 
KaTa TO TpWrov pakap.os eoTiv 6 beds, TO yap EAXELTOV Eis EVdaLoViaY Ov 
pakaplov, ovTE KaTa TO OEevTEpoY’ pNdev yap EANEiTWY KEVAaTS EuEdAEV 
érixepety mpateow. In the last passage I think we should clearly 
read xawats for xevats; cp. Lucret. 5, 16S sq., 

Quidve novi potuit tanto post ante quietos 

inlicere ut cuperent vitam mutare priorem? 
nam gaudere novis rebus debere videtur 
cul veteres obsunt; sed cui nil accidit aegri 
tempore in anteacto, cum pulchre degeret aevum, 
quid potuit novitatis amorem accendere tali? 


I mav add that Parmenides, fr. 8, 7, 77 wodev avénOev, and 8, 32 sq., 
e il ae | | 


ovvexev oUK aTENEUTHTOV 7O EOV HEuts Eivat’ 

EOTL Yap OUK EmLoEves, EOV 6° AV TavTOs éb€ELTO, 
is expanded by Plato, Tim. 32 C-34 A, with an obvious addition 33 A, 
which is apparently drawn from the Atomists. Cp. V*343, 4sq., and 
my Antecedents of Greels Corpuscular Theories, Harvard Studies in 
Class. Philol., 22 (1910), p. 139. See also the discussion above 
(p. 693 sq.) of V* 34, 18. 


V? 120,13. Fr. 8, 34, ratrév 8’ éari voety re Kal obvexév EoTe vonua. 


So far as I am aware, all interpreters of Parmenides have taken 
ovvexev in the sense of “that for the sake of which.” This is, of 
course, quite possible; but we thus obtain no satisfactory sense unless 
we are to adopt the Neo-Platonic conceptions which obviously sug- 
gested the accepted rendering. Probably no student of ancient 
philosophy who has learned the rudiments of historical interpretation 
would go so far afield. Only the natural obsession that we must take 
our cue from the ancients, whose incapacity in this regard should no 
longer be a secret, can account for the failure of some one to make the 
obvious suggestion that we take otvexey as 67, and read éo7; for it 
seems clear that Parmenides meant, “ Thinking and the thought that 
the object of thought exists, are one and the same.’ SKKiihner-Gerth, II. 
p. 356, and the lexicons give the examples for this use of otvexa; for 
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the dependence of a substantive clause on a verbal substantive, 
Stahl, Arit.-histor. Syntax des gr. Verbums der klass. Zeit, p. 546, § 2, 
gives abundant examples, to which a careful reader will be able to 
add largely in a week. The parallelism of infinitive and substantive 
is no closer than Mimnermus, 2, 10, 


a’rixa TeAvapyevar BEATLOV  Bioros. 
If the inverted order of words should cause any one to hesitate, let 
him reeall Xenophanes, fr. 34, 2, 


Kal dooa NEYW TEPL TAVTWY, 


and Sophocl. O. R. 500 sq., quoted above, p. 718, on fr. 1, 2S sq. 
I regard this construction as of especial importance, because the 
frank equivalence of the infinitive with the substantive would seem 
to render for all time impossible the strange acrobatic feats performed 
by Burnet in his endeavor to eliminate the substantival infinitive, 
with or without the article, from the text of Parmenides. 


c.19. Zeno. 


V? 133, 8. Fr. 1, xal wepl rod mpotiyovros 6 atros NOyos. Kal yap 
exetvo efer yeyeOos Kal mpoecer avTov TL. Opotoy 69 TovTo amak Te 
eimety Kal aet NEyerv. ovdEY Yap avTov ToLOvTOY EaxXaToY EoTaL OvTE 
ETEpOV WpOs ETEPOV OVK EoTat. OUTwWs El TOAAA EoTLY, aVaYKNH alta 
ULKpa TE ELvat Kal pweyada* piKpa wev Wore un Exerv yeyefos, wevyaXa 
d€ WoTE ATELPA ElVaL. 


The question discussed in the portion of the fragment here repro- 
duced concerns the second alternative, weyadta b€ dore arepa eivat. 
There is some difference of opinion among scholars regarding the 
precise conception of 76 zpoixov. For some years I have been accus- 
tomed to think of the zpot'xov cx arov of Zeno as the extremum quodque 
cacumen of Lucretius 1, 599; or, more exactly, I have held and still 
hold that the Epicurean doctrine of the partes minimae, of which the 
definition of the eatremum cacumen is a part, owed its origin in part 
to this argument of Zeno’s. The discussion of the partes minimae by 
Giussani had never satisfied me; the view of Paseal, Studi: Criticr 
sul Poema di Lucrezio (1903), p. 49 sq., seemed to me essentially 
sound (see Amer. Journ. of Philol., 24, p. 332). He drew attention 
to Aristotle’s arguments (De Anim. 409" 13 sq., De Gen. et Corr. 
326" 1 sq., Phys. 240° 8 sq.) to prove that the duepés cannot have 
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motion, or at most can have motion xara ovuB_eBnxos only, which 
would be fatal to the older Atomism. Pascal himself did not see that 
Aristotle (and MXG. 977° 11 sq.) derived his arguments from Plato, 
Parm. 138 BC. With these we must clearly associate the questions 
touching the rotation of a circle or a sphere, Arist. Phys. 240* 29 sq., 
265° 7; Simpl. Phys. 1022; [Arist.] Qu. Mech. e. 1; Plotin. Ennead. 
2.2.1. But Plato clearly had in mind positions taken by the vounger 
Eleatics, which he was developing. What these were in detail I am 
unable to sav; but the argument of Zeno which we are considering 
seems to me to present the same problem from another angle; if the 
criticisms of Plato and Aristotle, applied to the atom, as an ayepés, 
rendered motion, which the Atomists regarded as inherent in it, 
apparently impossible, the criticism of Zeno made it necessary that 
there should be a limit to the number and the divisibility of the parts 
of which a revised atomism might concede that 1t was composed. 
In fr. 1, therefore, I regard abrotv in zpoéta atrot ve as a partitive 
genitive, and accept the emendation of Gomperz, ave érepov mpo €répou 
for ovre &repov mpos érepov. As | conceive the matter, Zeno does not 
think of a cacumen as being added; but, since every extended part is 
susceptible of division, that which we regard as the zpotxov must 
always have an outer and an inner half, and so by the division ad 
infinitum of the zpobxov itself there is crowded between it and the 
next inward ‘unit’ an infinitude of parts which, from Zeno’s point of 
view, must in effect advance the zpotxov or cacumen outward ad 
infinitum. Consequently things become peyadXa ore Greipa evar. 


c. 20. Melissus. 


V? 145,10. Fr. 7. 3, add’ obb€ peraxoournOjvar avvarov: 6 yap Ko- 
amos 0 Tpoohey Ewv OVK aTOANUTAL OVTE O UN Ew YivETaL. OTE O€ UNTE 
Tpocyiverar unoev unre aTONAUTAL MNTE ETEPOLOUTAL, THs AV peETa- 
Koounbev T@v EOVTWY ElN; El EV Yap TL EYLVETO ETEpOLOY, HON av 


Kal meTarKoounbeln. 


A careful reading of this passage will convince any scholar that there 
is something wrong with it. The difficulty, however, lies entirely in 
the clause 7@s . . . ein, where the MSS. read yeraxoounbevrwr éovTwv 
zt. Mullach and Ritter-Preller present the same text as Diels, 
except that they read 7c ein. Diels renders the clause thus: “wie 
sollte es nach der Umgestaltung noch zu dem Seienden ziihlen?”’ 
Burnet, apparently accepting the text of Mullach and Ritter-Preller, 




















HEIDEL.— ON FRAGMENTS OF THE PRE-SOCRATICS. 429 


translates “how can any real thing have had its order changed?” 
I do not believe this rendering, which agrees with that of Mullach, is 
possible, for I know of no such periphrastic form as peraxoounéev €in 
(arapv7Oeis, Plato, Soph. 217 C, is aor. pass. in form only); that of 
Diels, on the other hand, though clearly necessary if one adopts his 
text, does not yield the thought required in the context. I incline to 
think that 7c and 7 are marginal corrections which have been misread 
and misplaced, and that we should read r@s av peraxoournbein ze Tov 
éovrwy; “ How should anything real suffer change of order?” 


V? 149, 1. Fr. 9, ef wey ody ein, bet atro év elvac: Ev 5€ Sv abro 
U y 


TQUa MN EXELV. El J€ ExOL TAXOS, EXOL AV MOPLA, KAL OUKETL E 


Although Simplicius twice so quotes Melissus, and we cannot 
therefore doubt that lis text so read, | cannot believe that Melissus 
wrote c@ua pun éxev. That the Neo-Platonists understood him as 
holding that the existent is incorporeal is of course well known, but 
is insufficient warrant for attributing the doctrine to him. Zeller 
and Burnet seek to obviate the difficulty by referring the fragment, 
not to the Eleatic One, but to the Pythagorean Unit. Against this 
view there are two objections which appear to me to be fatal to it: 
first, we should have to suppose that Simplicius, who read this passage 
in its context, did not grasp its import, which must have been fairly 
clear; second, even if Simplicius should have erred in this respect, 
the argument of Melissus must have been applicable to the Eleatic 
One, and so Simplicius would be substantially right in quoting the 
words in order to prove that the Eleatic One was incorporeal. This 
very conception of Eleatic doctrine, however, would sufficiently 
account for a corruption of the text, such as reading éxev for eivat. 
That is what I conceive to have occurred. Melissus, understanding 
gua as an &Opo.cua of parts which, because divisible ad infinitum, 
must be tridimensional or “have thickness,” says that a true Unit 
(whether Eleatic or Pythagorean) cannot be conceived as a o@yua or 
&6po.cua. See Amer. Journ. of Philol., Vol. 28, p. 79. At the begin- 
ning of the same clause the MS. tradition clearly points to the read- 
ing év 6’ éov rather than év 6€ dv. This correction, which I had noted 
several years ago, has now been made by Diels in V*. 


c. 21. Empedocles. 


V? 203, 13 sq. Arist. De Anima 1. 2. 404° 8 sq., asserts that Em- 
pedocles regarded the soul (Yux7) as compounded of all the elements, 
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and quotes fr. 109 to prove. it. So far as I can recall, all scholars 
have been content to accept this deduction of Aristotle, although 
the words quoted offer not the slightest confirmation of it and the 
doctrine thus ascribed to Empedocles is diametrically opposed to his 
conception of yux7 In matters of religion. This conflict has been 
often noted, but no one seems to have seen that the solution of the 
difficulty lies in the simple fact that Empedocles did not connect 
these functions with the Yvxy7, which he, like many other early 
Greeks, thought of as the entity only which escapes from man at the 
moment of death and survives the body. Fr. 110, 10, 


Tavra yap tof dpovnow Exe Kal vwuaros atcar, 


shows what language Empedocles used: everything has ¢pévnots and 
vonua, but not Yvx7. See my remarks in Amer. Journ. of Philol., 
33, p. 94 sq., and Journ. of Philos., Psychol. and Scie Methods 
9, DP. Jt SQ., & , rhiuos., Fsyvchnol. and scient. .\lethods, 
10, p. 107. 


V? 203, 34. Fr. 110, 
él yap Kev od aduvnow UTO TpaTldecow Epeloas 
eUuEevews KafapHoy EeTomTEvoNs MEAETHOLY, 
TavUTa TE Gor waAa TaVTA OL’ alMvos TapécorTat, 
ada TE TOAN’ aro THVO’ ExTNoEaL* al’Ta yap avé&eEr 
5 ravr’ els nOos Exacrov, Orn dias EaTiv ExacTe 
ei d€ aU y’ addolwv érrope~eat, oia Kar’ avdpas 
yuupta decda 7éeXOVTAL a T aAUPALVOVGL MEpPLUVAs, 
no adap éexrelWovot TEpLTAOMEVOLO xX POVOLO 
ad@v alra@v rofeéovra pirnyv emt yevvar ixecOar’ 
10 zavra yap tobe dpovnow Exe Kal vauartos aicar. 


The text of this fragment as given by Hippolytus is extremely 
corrupt; but I accept the text given by Diels everywhere except in 
verses 4 and 5. Here the MSS. read avéer and €f0s: Diels retains the 
former and adopts Miller’s suggestion of 760s for the latter. This 
text I think is clearly wrong, as the difficulties experienced by Diels 
in rendering the passage ought to convince any reader. But v. 8 sq. 
seem to me to show what we require; for they obviously contain the 
converse of the statement which the poet made in the sentence we 
are considering. JI am convinced that Empedocles wrote &£e1, not 
afer; with regard to os, one may hesitate before deciding between the 
claims of €@vos and 700s. In favor of €#vos one may quote Hippocr. 


com 


Ilepi tro7mwv tav kata &vVOpwrov, 1 (6, 278 L.), rotro 6’ érotoyv av Tt 7a6n, 
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70 OmlKpoOTaToV ETavadeper TOs THY OmoEOviny ExacToV eos THY EwUTOv, HV 
Te KAKOV NY TE AYaOOY H* Kai dla Tara Kai adyeet Kal HdEeTat UTO EOVEOS TOU 
OMLKPOTATOU TO Oma, OTL EV TH OutKpoTaTW TaV7’ Evt Ta MEpE, Kal Tara 
éravadepovaiv és TA cay altav Exacta, kal eEayyeAXovot Tavra. Other 
passages which may be compared are the following. Hippocr. Ilepi 
pioros avOpwrov, 3 (6, 38 L.), kai waduy ye avayKn atoxywpeev és THY 
EWUTOU Ova ExaoToV, TENEVT@VTOS TOU TwWuaTOS TOV avOpwrou, TO TE UY POV 
TpOs TO VYpoV Kal TO Enpov pos TO Enpov Kal TO Bepuov mpds 70 Deppory Kal 
TO YuXpOoV pos TO PuxXpOoV. ToLtalTn d€ Kal TaV CHwY EoTiy Hn dlots Kal TAY 
G\AwWY TAaVTwWY* YivETAaL TE OMOlws TaVTA Kal TENEUTA OMOlws TAaVTA* EvV- 
oTaTal TE yap altéewy N Hiats ATO TOUTEWY TAY TPOELPNUEVWY TAaVTWY, Kal 
reNeuTGa KATA TA Elpnueva és TWITO OHev TEP “LvVETTH ExagTor, EvTad9a ovV 
Kal amexwpnoev. Ilepi dioios mardiov 17 (7, 496 L.), 7 6€ capé atto- 
EVN UTO TOU TVELMATOS ApUpovTAaL, Kal EpxETat Ev AUTEN ExaCDTOV TO OMOoLOY 
Ws TO OMOLOV, TO TUKVOV WS TO TUKVOV, TO ApPaLoOY Ws TO ApaLOV, TO VYpPOY ws 
TO UYpoVv* Kal ExacTov EpxeTar Es ywpny idinv Kata TO ~Evyyeves, ad’ Ov 
kal eyevero. Plato, Tim. 63 E, 7 mpds 76 cvyyeves 666s. Ibid. 90 A, 
Tpos THV év oipava avyyeveav. Herod. 4. 147, arorXeboecbar és rods 
ovyyeveas. Plotin. Ennead. 4. 3. 24, eis tov rpoonxovra atta rorov. 
Hermias, Irris. 7 (V?19, 14), eis 6€ rv abrot dio éraviwy ano. Me- 
nand. Epitrep. 105, 


els O€ THY AVTOD ovat 
apas ee. Gepov Te ToAUNoEL TOELY. 


Lucret. 2, 1112, 


nam sua cuique locis ex omnibus omnia plagis 
corpora distribuuntur et ad sua saecla recedunt. 


These examples sufficiently prove that one can draw no inference from 
eis Which would serve to decide the respective claims of 700s and é6vos; 
besides, the epic use of eis with reference to persons as well as places 
(Il. 7, 312; 15, 402; Od. 14, 126 sq.), which would obtain in Empedo- 
cles, leaves the question open. The poet means to say that Pausanias, 
to whom he addresses his poem as Lucretius addressed his to Mem- 
mius, if he gives heed to the instruction of his master, will find that it 
will lead him into all truth, since each truth will seek its fellows, each 
after its own kind; but if he deserts the living truth, it will in turn 
desert him, each truth, as before, longing to join its kindred. There 
are two passages in which Lucretius has plainly derived inspiration 
and suggestion from these words of Empedocles. 
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1,400 Multaque praeterea tibi possum commemorando 
argumenta fidem dictis corradere nostris. 
verum animo satis haec vestigia parva sagaci 
sunt per quae possis cognoscere cetera tute. 
namque canes ut montivagae persaepe ferarum 

405 naribus inveniunt intectas fronde quietes, 
cum semel institerunt vestigia certa vial, 
sic alid ex alio per te tute ipse videre 
talibus in rebus poteris cauecasque latebras 
insinuare omnis et verum protrahere inde. 


1, 1114 Haec sei pernosces parva perductus opella 


namque alid ex alio clarescet nec tibi caeca 
nox iter eripiet quin ultima natural 
pervideas: ita res accendent lumina rebus. 


After 1, 1114, with Munro, I assume a lacuna; for it appears obvious 
that the sentence is incomplete. But in the absence of more certain 
indications I refrain from speculating as to what and how much may 
have perished in the breach. Yet perductus, which is clearly right 
and ought not to be changed to perdoctus, and iter, like the words of 
Empedocles, suggest guidance on the way of truth: it 1s possible that 
Lucretius may have taken a hint, as 2, 75 sq., from ancient relay 
torch races, in which one runner handed over his torch or ignited that 
of his team-mate, to illustrate the way in which a truth once known 
flashes light far along paths hitherto shrouded in night. In 1, 400 sq. 
Lucretius cleverly adapts a conception to his own uses. As he did 
not accept the doctrine of the ubiquity of intelligence in nature, 
which underlies the thought of Empedocles, he was obliged to intro- 
duce a simile in lieu of the bold personification of facts and truths 
which renders memorable the passage of his predecessor. We natur- 
ally ask whether there was anything in his model to suggest the 
particular simile which he chose. Now, it must be confessed that 
there is a possible point of contact, if Empedocles wrote 700s rather 
than é@vos; for in that case 700s would certainly not mean “charac- 
ter’ or “heart,” as has been supposed, but “haunts” or “lair,” 
according to a usage familiar in Greek. In that event we should 
have to think of facts or truths as having, like mountain-ranging 
beasts, their lairs where they hide their young and to which they 
themselves return and guide the man who follows them. If Empedo- 
cles used the word 760s, one might see in v. 4, &AXa Te TOAN’ a6 THVI" 
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éxrnoeat, a reference to roxos, usury; for, as one may perceive by 
Aeschin. 8. 35, daveicuara otk oXNya, ad’ wr Exetvos TOKOUs EAXAUBave, the 
phraseology suggests it. Ancient writers, however, were fully aware 
of the metaphor, which was still alive, and played on the word, 
as Ar. Thesmoph. 842 sq., Plato, Repub. 555 E, Arist. Pol. 1. 10. 1258» 
5 sq.. This metaphor would well lead up to that of 40s, as the lair 
of wild beasts. From this too, it would be easy to explain the figure 
of Lucretius, who substitutes mountain-ranging hounds tracking the 
beasts to their lairs (quzetes, 1, 405, and caecas latebras, 408). Indeed, 
it is possible that Empedocles may have used the simile of the hound 
in this very connection, fr. 101, 


KEepumaTa Onpeiwy MEAEWY MUKTH POLY EpEevYaV 
<oayual’> dao’ aréderTE TOOGY ATAaAH TEpL TON. 


But the context in which the fragment 1s quoted by our ancient 
authorities, as well as Lucret. 4, 680 sq., suggest rather that Empedocles 
was there illustrating his doctrine of universal aroppoai. I find it 
difficult, therefore, to decide between the claims of é@vos and 740s; but 
incline on the whole to favor the former because of v. 9, 


mofeovra dirny eri yevvay ixéoAat. 


I may add that Mr. Cornford, From Religion to Philosophy, p. 64, 
makes an interesting suggestion in regard to Emped. fr. 17, 28, 


Tuuns 6° &AAns GAO wéder, Tapa 6’ HOos ExaoTw, 


where he renders 7tapa. . . €xaaTw, ‘each has its wonted range.’ See 
ibid., p. 34. 

Now that the general sense of Emped. fr. 110 is clear, there can 
be no doubt about the meaning of v. 5, é67n dtats éoriv Exaotw. It is 
prout cuique natura est, “each after its kind.” 


c. 32. Philolaus. 
V? 239, 31. Fr. 1, & diots 8’ &v 7h Kdouw. 


In V* Diels adopts certain suggestions made in my Notes on Philo- 
laus, Amer. Journ. of Philol., 28, p. 79, to which he refers, but rightly 
retains 6’ év 7@ Koouw instead of 6€ 7 xoouw, which I formerly pro- 
posed; but in sense 7 xoouw was more nearly right than his rendering 
“bei der Weltordnung.”’ In the notes he now cites parallels, which 
I furnished, for dios év 73 koouw. They sufficiently explain the 
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phrase and fix its meaning. I will now add another, Plotin. Ennead. 
3. S. 1, matfovres 6n THY Tpwrnv Tplv EmcxerpEty oTrovdace ei EVotmEV 
TravTa Gewpias epieoPar Kai €is TEAOS TOUTO BrETELY, OV ovovy EAAOYAa GANG 
Kai @\Aoya (@a kal THY Ev TOts huTots Pvaotv Kai tHv Tadra yer- 
vacav ynv xrX. Thus 7 & 7d Koouw diots = 7 Tod Koopou dicts. In 
Plotinus there is probably a suggestion of the common, universal 
gvots as manifesting itself in plant-life; but all these passages alike 
prove that the phrase does not mean “bei der Weltordnung.”’ 


V? 240, 5. Fr. 2, dyAot 6€ kal ra Ev Tots Epyots. 
] p 


Since Diels has now (V*) adopted my interpretation of these words, 
I might allow the matter to rest there; but the observation that this 
and similar phrases have been unduly pressed in other contexts leads 
me to illustrate it further. Nestle, in Philol., 67, 544, writing as it 
seems in ignorance both of Newbold’s article and of mine, arrived at 
substantially the same conclusion with myself. It would carry us 
too far afield to consider in detail the passages which I have studied; 
hence I will give a list of those only which serve to illustrate Greek 
usage. It will be seen that év rots Epyous and emi rv Epywv are gen- 
erally used when appeal is made to facts of common observation or 
knowledge, as opposed to theory, argument, or unsupported statement. 
As a matter of fact, these references are usually so general that they 
amount to nothing but the bald assertion that observation or knowl- 
edge confirms or contradicts the proposition in question. In very 
few cases which I have noted does the context suffice to enable one 
to specify the particular facts to which the writer affects to appeal: 
many passages are open to different interpretations and competent 
scholars find it difficult to agree about them. They are therefore 
especially valuable for our purposes. See Plato, Protag. 352 A, Soph. 
234 E, Gorg. 461 D, Repub. 396 A, 599 B, Phaedo 110 A, Tim. 19 E, 
Legg. 679 D, Axiochus 369 A; Xenoph. Hiero 9. 3; Bonitz, Index Arist. 
286° 27 sq., 40 sq.; Bywater, on Arist. Poet. 1453717. Cp. Arist. De 
Gen. Animal. 3. 11. 762° 15, ob@év yap &x wavros yiverar, Kabamep ovd’ Ev 
Trois UO THs TExVNS SnuLovpyoupEevas. Meteor. 4. 3. 381° 10, Kai obdev 
dradeper Ev OpYavors TEXVLKOLS ] HvoLKots, Eav YiyvnTar’ dia THY ab’rnv yap 
airiay tavra €ora. Such general references to the similarity of prod- 
ucts of art and of nature abound in certain works of the Corpus 
Hippocrateum. See also Hippocr. Ilepi ducewy, 5 (where, after stating 
his theory, the writer says), wepi weév ody OAOV TOU TPHYuaTOS ApKEt poL 
Tabra* pera 6€ Ta’Ta Tpos al’Ta Ta Epya Tw al’Ta@ AOYW TropeEvfels Errrdei=wW 
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Ta voonuara TovTou Exyova rav7a éovtra. In this instance the particular 
“facts” to which he appeals are mentioned. It is interesting to hear 
his conclusion, ¢c. 15, drecxounv 6€ Tov volowv TO aitiov Ppacev* ETE- 
decEa 6€ TO TVEDUA Kail Ev TOLs OAOLS TONYMact SuVaGTEvOY Kal EV TOLS TWMACL 
zav Cwwv' Hyayov d€ Tov NOyov eri TA Yvwplua TAV AppwoTNnUaTw, EV ois 
adnOys 7 brooxeots (Vv. Ll. brdMEects) Epavn: el Yap TEP. TAaYTWY TAY appw- 
oTNMaATwWY EeVyouut, pmaKpoTEepos ev O AOYOS GAY YEVOLTO, ATPEKETTEPOS OE 


ovdauds ovb€ TLOTOTEPOS. 


V? 241,12. Fr. 6, icorayi. 


Diels has now adopted my emendation igorayyn for MS. icorax7. 
When I proposed it, I ventured the suggestion relying on the analogy 
of duorayns, not knowing that icorayns itself was attested. I now 
observe, however, that Sophocles, Greel: Lexicon, s. v. cites it from 
Nicom. 51. 

c. 46. Anaxagoras. 


V? 319, 19. Fr. 13, xai éel Hp~aro 6 vods KweEiv, am TOD KLVOUMEVOU 
TAaVTOS ATEKpLVETO, Kal Ogov ExivnoEev O Vos, TAY TOvTO dLEKpiOn ° 
Kivouuevwy 6€ Kal dLaKpLvomevwY  TEPLXwWPHaLS TOAA@ maAdXov ErrolEL 
dtaxpivecOar. 


It seems to me clear that 6 voids is the subject of aexpivero in the 
second clause. “After the vots gave the initial impulse to the 
motion of the world, it began to withdraw from all that was set in 
motion; and all that to which the movement initiated by the vots 
extended, was segregated. As this motion and segregation con- 
tinued, the revolution greatly increased the segregation.”” The vois 
gives the first impulse only, then withdraws to its condition of isola- 
tion; the revolution, once started, of itself accelerates and its effects 
in the segregation of like to like in the ravra éyod increase. Cp. 
 Teptxwpnots airy, fr. 12, V* 319, 4 sq. 


c. 51. Diogenes of Apollonia. 


V? 334, 2. Fr. 1, Néyou ravros apxduevov Soxel por xpewy elvar THY 
apxnv avaud.oBynrnrov rapexecbar. 
With this statement compare Hippocr. Ilepi capxav, 1 (8. 584 L.), 


"Eyw Ta expt TOU AOYoU ToOUTOU KOLYRGL YvwuNnoL Kpeouar ETEPWY TE TOV 
Eu poobev, aTap Kal EUEWUTOU-> avayKaiws yap exer Ko-nY apxnv UTobEecBat 
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THO” Yvapnor Bovopevov EvvPeivar tov NOYov TOvde TEP. THS TEXVNS THs 
inrpuxns. Tlepi rexvns, 4 (6.6 L.), €ori wev ody por apx7n Tod oyou, 7 
Kal OuodoynOnoerar Tapa raow. Ilepi romwv tHv xara avOpwror, 2 (6. 
278 L.), dvots Tov capatos, apxy Tov év inrpixH AOyov. Ion of Chios, 
fr. 1 (V2 222, 1 sq.), apx7 6€ wor TOD AOYou’ TavrTa Tpia Kal ovdev TrEOV 
N €Xacoov TolTwY TV TpL@V* EVvds EKAOTOU ApETH Tpias* GUVEoLs Kal 
KpQTos Kal TUX7. 


c. 54. Leucippus. 


V? 343, 1. 76 wey wav arepdv dnow, ws mpoeipnrar: Tovrov bé 76 
mev mwAHpEs elvar, TO b€ KEVOV, KG> Kal oToLXELa Hot, KOTMOUS TE EK 
TOUTWY aTreipous eivat Kal dcarvecOar Eis TAUTA. 


For some time I have felt that there was some confusion and 
corruption in the text, and that the last sentence must refer to the 
rise of the worlds out of the @zecpov and their return into it at dissolu- 
tion. The well-known difficulties of the text of Diogenes alone 
deterred me from proposing a change. Now Diels, apparently from 
the MSS., restores é rovrov for éx tovrwv. That is obviously the 
correct reading, whatever its source; but with it should of course go 
the complementary reading eis rodro for eis tatra. The preceding 
sentence, however, has likewise suffered. The Gzepov is clearly 
conceived as the Aristotelian apx% xal orocxetov by the interpolator 
or epitomator who supplied the clause <a> xai ororxeta yor; for to 
his mind the words rovrov 7o pev tAHpes, TO b€ Kevdv do not suggest 
spatial regions of the extended azecpov, but ontological yevn of the 
metaphysical apxy. His addition was absurdly misplaced, as were 
many in the text of Diogenes; but once there, it corrupted the 
following sentence. See above, p. 691, on V? 17, 37. 


V? 344,14. Arist. De Gen. et Corr. 1. 8. 324° 35, 664 6€ wadora 
Kal Tept TavTwv évi AOYW duwpikaor AevKirmos Kai Anuoxpitos. 


The meaning of the phrase évi \oyw has here been strangely 
misconceived. Prantl renders it “in einer Begriindung”’; Zeller, 
1> 847, n. 1, “aus den gleichen Principien”’; Déring, Gesch. der gr. 
Philos., I. 238, “die von einem Princip ausgehende Lésung’’; Burnet, 
Early Greek Philosophy*, 385, “on the same theory.” I have failed 
to find this passage noted in Kranz’s Wortindex, but in a similar one 
(V2 83, 8, évi 6€ AOyw wavra KTX.), omitting to quote 7ravra, he gives 
the meaning of dédyos as “ Vernunft” (V? IT. 2, 357, 30)! Similarly 








HEIDEL.— ON FRAGMENTS OF THE PRE-SOCRATICS. 730 


Burnet, in his note on Plato, Phaedo 65 D, gives a false emphasis 
and in effect a false interpretation, because he overlooks, what is 
obvious, that in the phrase xal trav GAAwy évi AOYW aTavTwr, the 
phrase évi \oyw is to be taken as emphasizing aravtwy; and Capps, 
on Menander, Epitrep. i97 sq. 


KATQMEVO), 
Ld e ’ >’ 3 , -z: , 
aiiptov OTw BovdEoO’ EmiTpEeTeEy Evi NOY 


ETOLMOS, 


wrongly takes évi \oyw with éroiuos instead of 67w BoidAeoP’. Curios- 
itv, awakened by the false points made by scholars in connection 
with the Aristotelian passage we are considering, led me to make 
a collection of cases of évi N\oyw, which grew to considerable propor- 
tions. I will not print a list here, since such collections possess no 
value in my sight except as an examination of the context serves to 
determine the sense of the locution in question. Suffice it to say that 
in almost every instance the immediate context contained a compre- 
hensive or universal expression, such as wav, oidev, uvpia, ete. But 
évi koyw does not stand alone, for there is a considerable number of 
phrases similarly used; of these I give a few which should serve to 
illustrate the construction. <Aeschyl. P. V. 46, @s atAd Oya . 
ovdev; ibid. 505, Boaxet 6€ ww TravTa cvdrAdANBSnv male; ibid. 975, aTAG 
hoyw mavras €xPaipw Oeois; Herod. 2. 24, ws pev vuv év EXKaxiorTw dnrAO- 
ga, mav eipntra; ibid. 225, ws dé €v mrA€oM OVW SnA@oaL, Woe ExEL; 
ibid. 2. 37, wupias ws eiwetv Noyw; ibid. 3. 6, év Kepauov olvynpdv apiOue 
Kewvov ovK EoTe ws Oyw eEitety ideoPar; ibid. 3. 82, évi dé Ered wavra 
ovAAaBovra eizetv; Plato Apol. 22 B, ws éos eirety OX you aitav arap- 
tas; Nenoph. Mem. 4. 3. 7, as yap ouvedovte eizrety, oder kTA.; Amphis, 
fr. 30, 7 Kock, aravres avipodovo yap eiow évi Noyw. Adverbs like 
éuBaxu are similarly employed. After reciting this list of passages I 
think we may be sure that in the passage we are considering Aristotle 
merely meant to say that the procedure of Leucippus and Democritus 
was not only exceedingly methodical (666 wadtora), but also com- 
prehensive (epi tavtwv évi oyw). Possibly those who have been 
reading something more into Aristotle’s words might receive some 
comfort from Hippocr. Ilepi érraunvov, 3 (7. 438 L.), xpavrar 6€ tacar 
évi NOyw epi Trovreov' gaci yap xt. But the context shows that 
évi Noyw means “one formula of expression.”’ Even if one should 
insist on taking Aristotle’s words as a parallel to this, it would greatly 
affect the traditional interpretations of the passage. 


g Nb it acrid tick aa aaeaendisets 29-0 ek aero oe shee em Se aR Nae ae oy 
= as Ss, Pe alas Bt “ . pte) ins oa Se ad tary ed 
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V? 344, 21. Arist. De Gen. et Corr. 1. 8. 325% 25, duodoynoas be 
TAUTA pev TOLS HPavouevots, Tots b€ TO EV KATAGKEVaACOVGLY Ws OUK AV 
Kivynow ovoav Gvev KEVvOv, TO TE KEVOY fy OV Kal TOD OVvTOSs Oley WH OV 
onow evar. TO yap Kupiws Ov TauTAnpes Ov. 


[ cannot understand how scholars have been so long content to 
retain this text, which vields no sense and so clearly suggests the true 
reading. With it we must compare other passages in which the same 
matter is under consideration. Arist. Met. 1. 4. 985° 4 (V2 343, 44), 
Aevximmos 6€ Kal 0 ETatpos aitov AnudxpiTos aToLtxEeta meV TO TANHPES Kal 
TO KEVOV €ivai dact, EyovTEs TO EV OV TO OE pH OY, TOUTWY dé TO pe 
TAPES KAL OTEpEOV TO OV, TO Jé KEVOY Kal pavoyvy TO wy Ov (dLa Kal 
otfév wadXXov TO Ov TOU mH OYTOS Eivai gdacw, OTE OVE TO 
kevov <é€Xatrrov Diels> rot cwyaros), airia b€ Tay 6vTwY TadTa 
ws UAnv. Whether Diels was right in proposing to insert €\aTTov we 
shall have presently to inquire. Simpl. Phys. 28, 11 (V? 345, 5), ére 
dé ovdev warrov TO Ov H TO “UH OV UrapxEY, Kal alTLa Opoiws 
eLVaL TOLS YLVouEVoLs Gudw. THY peV Yap TV aTOUwY ovoiaYv VaoTHY Kal 
TANPN UTOHEUEVOS Ov EXeyev eivar Kal VY TH KEVa Hepecbar, OTEP MN OV 
éexader xal ovx EXaTTOV TOD OvToOs elvat dnot. We are familiar 
with the pun which Democritus employed to enforce this point of 
doctrine, fr. 156 (V2 413, 11), wy wadAXov ro bév H TO under Etvar. 
It seems to me obvious that in the passage under consideration uy 6v 
is a corruption by itacism for wetov. Indeed, I am inclined to think 
that the pun 70 Te xevov 7 OV Kai Tov 6vTos ov Oey wetov derives from 
the same fertile brain as 7) uwaddov Td dev 7 7d under, and that we have 
thus found another fragment of Democritus partially converted into 
the Attic dialect. If this be conceded, it seems more probable that 
we should supply yetov than édarrov (with Diels) in Met. 985° 9. 
Aristotle used the word, Eth. Nic. 5. 1. 1129” 8, doxe? kal 76 petov 
Kakov ayabov ws eivac, where the true reading, corrupted in the MSs., 
had to be recovered from the commentaries and versions. Cp. 
Aeschyl. P. V. 508, as €ya  ebeArris eit T@VEE Oo Ex deguav Err | AVIEVTA 
undev petov icxicew Ads; Nenoph. Ages. 6. 3, tpomava pny ’AvyeotNaov 
olx doa éoTNoaTo add’ boa éEaoTparevoaTo Oikatov vouifev. peéetov pev Yap 
ol'dev Exparec xrv.; Herondas 3, 59, éfec yap ovdev wetov; ibid. 15, 2, ds 
6° €xer wetov rovrou Tt. 


MIDDLETOWN, CoNnN., 
Fes. 25, 1913. 
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